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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Wuen Mr. Justice Marnew took over the list of Mr. Justice 
Srreuine on the Ist of December there remained eighteen days 
of the Michaelmas Sittings. Of the eighty-five actions in that 
list, no fewer than eighty-three had been heard, or otherwise 
disposed of, on Thursday last, and one stood over to be heard 
on Monday, the 21st inst. Only one case then remained ready 
for hearing; but there are thirty actions in the list none of 
which are to be heard before the Hilary Sittings. 





THE REPREHENSIBLE practice, which is so commonly adopted, 
of sending written communications to jurymen on the subject 
of a pending investigation, appears to be very much on the 
increase. And not only are jurymen annoyed with letters of 
advice and remonstrance, or in some cases threats, but judges 
suffer under a similar infliction. In a case before the Court of 
Appeal No. 2 on Wednesday last, in which judgment was to be 
delivered at the gg of the court, Lord Justice Livptey 
displayed a pack of bulky dimensions, stating that it had 
been sent to the ju with a request that they would read its 
contents before delivering judgment. ‘ This,” he said, “‘we 
decline to do, and therefore direct the package to be returned 
to the person who sent it.” It ought to be generally known 
that such missives are usually opened by a judge’s clerk, who 
takes instructions from his chief before inviting him to read 
matter relating to a case then coming on for his decision. If 
those who thus think to hoodwink a judge understood that their 
endeavours in that direction would prove futile, they would 
save themselves the trouble of writing and the disappointment 
of having their communications returned unread or committed 
to the judicial waste-paper basket. 





Mr. Justice Norts has made an alteration in his practice as 
to the hearing of winding-up petitions, and in so doing he has, 
we believe, assimilated his practice to that of the other judges 
of the Chancery Division. i has been his practice to treat all 
winding-up petitions as opposed, and not to hear them until the 
day’s list is called for the second time. Last Saturday, however, 
counsel — out that, by virtue of rules 3 and 4 of the General 
Rules of February 14 last under section 26 of the Companies 
(Winding-up) Act, 1890, every person who intends to appear on 
the hearing of a winding-up petition is bound to serve notice of 
his intention on the petitioner, stating whether he intends to 
support or oppose, oh y the petitioner is, on the day appointed 
for hearing the petition, prior to the hearing of the petition, to 
hand to the registrar in court a list of the persons who have 
given notice of their intention to appear, stating whether they 
oppose or support, so that, if this hst is correctly made out, it 
must be known when the petition is called on whether it is 
opposed by anyone. Consequently, it was submitted, there was 
no longer any reason for waiting till the list was called the second 
time in order to see whether there was any opposition, and, more- 
over, it would be much more convenient that unopposed winding-up 
petitions should be heard when they were first called, for other- 
wise they might be postponed during a lengthened hearing of 
some hotly-contested o petition. Mr. Justice Norra 
acceded to this view, and said that in future he would hear peti- 
tions as to which no notice of opposition had been received by 





the registrar in their turn when first called. In case it shoul 
be found, after a winding-up order had been made, that the 


ot petitioner’s solicitor had omitted to inform the registrar of some 


opposition of which he had received notice, the order would be 
stopped. The petitioner must take that risk. The learned judge 
also said that, in accordance with the practice of Mr. Justice 
Currry, he should require the registrar's certificate that the 
tition had been duly advertised to be produced in court before 
| he would hear the petition. He did not wish to run the risk of 
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wasting time by hearing a petition upon which no order could 
be made. 





A CORRESPONDENT, whose letter we print elsewhere, calls our 
attention to a question of some importance which arose in Re 
Tritton (ante, p. 109), and we confess we do not understand, and 
should be glad to know, the reason for the difficulty which 
seems to have been felt by the court. A mortgage, made in 
1886, contained a proviso that the statutory power of sale 
should not be exercised till after the expiration of six 
calendar months from service of notice to that effect upon 
the mortgagor, or till interest should be in arrear for three 
months. We should have thought that the effect of the pro- 
viso was to vary the periods mentioned in section 20, clauses (i.) 
and (ii.), of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, and hence, by virtue 
of section 19 (2), section 20 would apply to the mortgage in 
question as though it enacted that the power of sale should not 
be exercised until a six months’ notice had been given, or until 
interest was in arrear for three months. In other words, the 
effect was to incorporate these periods in the statute. Then there 
follows the provision of section 21 (2), that where a conveyance 
is made in professed exercise of the power of sale conferred by 
the Act, the title of the purchaser shall not be impeachable on 
the ground that no case had arisen to authorize the sale, or that 
due notice was not given. In the case in question the statutory 
power of sale was exercised, and the purchaser applied at the 
Land Registry for registration with an indefeasible title. The 
registrar objected, however, that it was not shewn that the six 
months’ notice mentioned in the proviso had been given, and 
he maintained that the proviso was not affected by section 21. 
This appears to have been on the ground that, till the notice 
mentioned in the proviso had been given, the statutory power 
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did not arise. But this seems to be an error. As already pointed 
out, the proviso is incorporated in the statutory power, and hence | 
section 21, in absolving the purchaser from the duty of seeing 

that due notice had been given, absolved him from all liability | 
for non-compliance with the proviso. Apparently, therefore, 
the objection taken by the registrar was untenable, although 
some countenance seems to have been given to it by Nortu, J. 
As, however, the mortgagor was then a consenting party, there 
was, of course, no difficulty in directing registration. 


Ox Wepsespay, in the case of Re Cathcart, the Court of 
Appeal laid down in very clear terms the principal matters which 
ought to be taken into consideration in the exercise of the dis- 
eretion which is given to the “judge in lunacy” by section 109 of 
the Lunacy Act, 1890. That section provides that. ‘the costs 
of all proceedings for the purpose of ascertaining whether a 
aed is lunatic, and of all proceedings in the matter of a 

ic, shall be in the discretion of the judge in lunacy, who 
may order all or any of such costs to be paid by the lunatic or 
alleged lunatic, or to be charged upon and paid out of his estate, 
or such part thereof as the judge thinks fit, or by any other 
to the proceedings.” Luoynizy, L.J., said that, the matter 

ing thus left to the discretion of the court, he did not think 
it right to attempt to lay down any principles or rules by which 
the free exercise of its discretion might be fettered. But he 
thought that the following points were essential for considera- 
tion: (1) The reasons for believing in the insanity of the 
alleged lunatic; (2) the reasons for believing him to be not 
only insane, but also incapable of managing himself or his 
affairs ; (3) the reasons for instituting any proceedings, assuming 
him to be insane and incapable of managing himself or his 
affairs; (4) the relation in which the petitioner stands to the 
alleged lunatic, and the objects and conduct of the petitioner; 
(5) the respective means of the parties and the amount of the 
costs. These matters must always be important, but, in addition 
to them, there might be others, and, if there were, they also 
must be taken into account by the court before coming to a 
emelusion 2+ to what ought to be done. No proceedings in 
lunacy could be justifiably taken against anyone who was not 
reasmably supposed to be of unsound mind. A person might 
be unfit to manage himself or his affairs from various causes 
other than unsoundness of mind—-y., various forms of illness, 
bodily injuries, old age, &c. But, however unfit, unless insanity 








could be discovered, lunacy proceedings ought not to be had re. 
course to. If insanity was believed to exist, still lunacy proceedi 
ought not to be had recourse to unless the supposed lunatic had 
shown himself to be incapable of managing himself and his affairs, 
Assuming that there were grounds for supposing a person to be 
insane and to be incapable of managing himself or his affairs, it 
did not follow that there was any occasion to institute lun 
proceedings against him. It was necessary to consider his 
position and ‘what management was wanted in his particular 
case, and whether his friends and relatives were bestowing such 
care and management as were required. In considering the 
reasonableness of taking legal proceedings against an alleged 
lunatic it was very material to ascertain whether he could or 
could not be brought to realize his own position and to submit 
himself to the care of others. The relation in which the peti- 
tioner stood to the alleged lunatic, and the petitioner’s objects 
and conduct, although not relevant to the inquiry into the 
state of mind of the alleged lunatic, were very important 
in considering the question of costs. An unsuccessful 
inquiry promoted by a stranger for purposes of his own, 
perhaps mainly in the hope of getting costs, ought to be 
regarded very differently from an unsuccessful inquiry promoted, 
perhaps most reluctantly, by a husband or wife or some kind 
relative or intimate friend acting bond fide in the interest of the 
alleged lunatic and for the protection of himself and _ his 
property. Between these extremes there was room for many 
differences of degree ; but it would be hopeless for the promoter 
of an inquiry which resulted in a verdict of sanity to ask the 
court to order his costs to be paid by the alleged lunatic, unless 
the court came to the conclusion that there were reasonable 
grounds for the inquiry ; that the inquiry was really desirable; 
that the petitioner was under the circumstances a proper person 
to ask for it; and that he acted bond fide in the interest of the 
alleged lunatic. Moreover, the respective means of the parties 
and the amount of the costs could not be disregarded. If the 

etitioner could well afford to pay the costs, and the alleged 
Scale would be ruined if ordered to pay them, the court would 
not order him to pay them, whilst there might be no such 
reluctance if the reverse were the case. The court ought to 
endeavour to do what was fair and just in each particular case. 
Though the court expressly declined to fetter in any way the 
discretion given by the Act, the observations of the learned 
Lord Justice will materially assist in the exercise of the discretion 
in any future case. 





Tue case of Re Mustapha, Mustapha v. Wedlake (reported else- 
where) is one of some interest. The distinctions which have 
hitherto been drawn as to whether donations mortis causd are 
valid or not have been very fine, but we venture to think that 
no case has gone so far as the present one. The real question 
was whether there was any delivery of the subject of the 
donation. The evidence proved that certain bonds payable to 
bearer belonging to the deceased were locked up in a safe in his 
bedroom ; the key of the safe was in the wardrobe in the same 
room ; and the key of the wardrobe was in the possession of 
the deceased. Very shortly before his death he sent for his 
daughter and told her to take his keys (including the key of the 
wardrobe), and said: ‘‘ Put themin your pocket and keep them ; 
all is yours.” In order to give effect to the donation, the donor 
must both part with the possession and the dominion over the 
subject of the gift. Mr. Justice Marnew held that there had been 
a sufficient delivery of possession, and that the donation was valid. 
In Jones v. Selby (Prec. Chanc. 300) the delivery of the key of a 
trunk was held to pass both the trunk and its contents; and 
Lord Harpwicke pointed out in Ward v. Turner (2 Ves. sen. 
443) that “ the iilotey of a key of bulky goods, where wines, 
&., are, has been allowed as delivery of the possession because 
it is the way of coming at the possession, or to make use of the 
thing ; and therefore the key is not a symbol, which would not 
do.” There are other cases where delivery of a key has been 
held to amount to delivery of possession, but we think that no 
yom case has gone so far as to establish the proposition that 
delivery of the key of a piece of furniture containing another 
key will pass the contents secured by the second key. The 
recent case was one in which the court would go to the furthest 
limit allowed by law to give effect to the wishes of the deceased, 
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and to decide in favour of the child; and had it been decided 
otherwise, the case would have been a persia hard one; for 
it appearod that the three children o the deceased were all 
illegitimate, practically the whole of their father’s estate con- 
sisted of the bonds, and the income from the bonds would 
form their sole means of livelihood. We hardly think that 
the extension of the doctrine as indicated in this cate should 
be regarded as settled law ; it might become a dangerous prece- 
dent and open a way for the perpetration of fraud. 





In THE RECENT case of Radclyffe v. Bartholomew (40 W. R. 63) 
Divisional Court (Wirts and Lawrance, JJ.) rejected the 
notion that there was any distinction between civil and criminal 
cases in respect of the computation of time where a limit is 
imposed within which certain acts must be done. The rule 
which has been established in civil cases is that the day from 
which the reckoning is to commence is to be excluded. The 
matter was elaborately discussed by Grant, M.R., in Lester v. 
Garland (15 Ves. 248), where a certain condition had to be ful- 
filled within six calendar months after a testator’s death, and 
he held that the day of the death must be excluded, at the same 
time suggesting that a different rule might prevail where the 
party against whom time was Sans Sy privy to the act from 
which time was to be reckoned. is distinction was coun- 
tenanced also in Hardy v. Ryle (9 B. & C. 603), but in Young v. 
Higgon (6 M, & W. 49) Panxe, B., doubted it, and preferred the 
more general ground that the first day is always to be excluded 
from the computation. And this is in accordance with the prin- 
ciple stated by Grant, M.R., in Lester v. Garland, that our law 
rejects fractions of a day. ‘The effect is to render the day a 
sort of indivisible point ; so that any act done in the compass of 
it is no more referrible to any one than to any other portion of 
it; but the act and the day are co-extensive, and therefore the 
ect cannot properly be said to be passed until the day is passed.” 
So, too, it was held in Williams v. Burgess (12 A. & E. 635) that the 
same rule must be applied as far as possible in construing different 
statutes in spite of slight variations in their mode of describing 
the limit of time. Considering these authorities, and the obvious 
tendency in favour of a uniform rule, there seems to be abundant 
reason for applying it in criminal matters also, and, as Wr1ts, J., 
pointed out, great mischief would result if the same words were 
construed in one way in a statute dealing with civil procedure 
and in another way in a criminal statute. It is true that in 
reckoning the year and the day within which death must ensue 
in order to constitute murder ‘“‘ the whole day on which the hurt 
was done shall be reckoned the first ’’ (Hawk. P. C., L., 93), but 
the odd day was clearly added for the very purpose of secur- 
ing the full year. In Radclyffe v. Bartholomew, accordingly, 
where, by 12 & 13 Vict. c. 92, s. 14, a complaint of cruelty to an 
animal had to be made within one calendar month after the 
cause of complaint should arise, it was held that a complaint 
made on the 30th of June was in time, the alleged offence having 
taken place on the 30th of May. 


Wuite we are afraid we havo not always done justice to the 
great ability and celerity of production which characterize many 
of the reports of cases which appear in the leading daily journal, 
we have always been ready to express our mingled admiration 
and envy at the manner in which some of the writers from time 
to time shake themselves free from the trammels of the ordinary 
law reporter as regards headnotes. A somewhat lengthened 
observation has led us to anticipate these happy aberrations at 
unperiodic intervals. At one time we thought it might be the 
weather or the position of some celestial body which accounted 
for them, but we have long since abandoned the idea of con- 
structing any hypothesis as to the cwuse, All we can do is to 
mourn Suing the period of humdrum headnotes, and to rejoice 
when the period of originality arrives. ‘This is a week of rojoic- 
ing. On one day we lighted on the following headnote :— 
“This case illustrated very strongly the importance, expecially to 
magistrates, of Law Reports.”’ 
“This case illustrates’’ is, it is true, rather an old friend, but 
the addition is quite novel, and is certainly a most original and 
useful remark, If only it cun be altered in a future issue so as 





to read, “This case illustrated very strongly the importance, 
especially to lawyers, of Law Reports,” it vill, we think, take 
rank among the best of the productions to which we have from 
time to time called attention. We have happily, however, an 
entirely new departure to record. Obiter dicta are ordinaril 
assigned a place in the arguments, and it is only sembles whi 
ap in the headnote—¢.g., the headnote in the Scotch case 
before the House of Lords, “‘ Semb/e, the possession of breeches 
by a Highlander is presumptive evidence of larceny.” But it 
has, happily, occurred to one of our favourite reporters that 
obiter dicta also may well be inserted in the headnote. Hence 
the following production, which has appeared within the last 
few days :— 

‘This, as a solicitor consulted in the case said, was the ‘ most extra- 
ordinary case ever heard,’ or, as Sir Cuanies Russexx described it, ‘ a case 
in my view of it fraught with mystery.’ ”’ 

We earnestly hope that this new vein will be sedulously worked. 
And with a view to this we suggest the following headnote :— 

‘«This, as an intelligent articled clerk remarked, was ‘the “‘ oof-1est’’ 
case ever heard’; or, as the facetious usher of the court described it, 
“a case in my view of it fraught with pearlil.’”’ 





“THE DEAD HAND.” 


Tue Marquis of Airessury’s Wiltshire estates are to be sold in 
order to avoid the calamity of their ae | under the power of 
the ‘‘dead hand.” Such is the decision of the Court of Appeal 
in accordance with the new Statute of Mortmain which has been 
discovered in the Settled Land Act. But the fear of the dead 
hand which has produced such an effect, and has overruled Mr. 
Justice Srirtive’s carefully-considered judgment, looks at con- 
sequences very different from those of the dead hand of the 
Middle Ages, which, as one result at any rate, transferred the 
occupiers of the land from the harsh dominion of a feudal lord 
to the milder and more beneficent rule of a monastery, a college, 
or a guild. In these modern times the change for the tenantry 
is in the contrary direction, and instead of receiving the blessings 
which are supposed to attend a wealthy and benevolent land- 
owner’s management they find themselves ex: to the [sup- 
posed | desolating and grinding exaction of a life tenant’s mort- 
gagee who has entered into possession and is bent on making the 
most of his security. The revival of the term is certainly an 
ingenious rhetorical device, aud the fortunate counsel to whom it 
first suggested itself is to be co: ated on its sudden success, 
but when time is taken for consideration the analogy seems, ~ 
haps, a trifle slender to form the basis of a judgment. 

even if the dead hand, as thus imagined, is a proper matter for 
the court to take into consideration, it is ible that its terrors 
have been just a little ex . All the Lords Justices 
were considerate enough to the feelings of the Marquis of AiLEs- 
bury to credit him with the prospect of a long life. Thirty, 
forty, or fifty years were the terms mentioned, and during the 
whole of them misery and desolation were to rest the un- 
happy denizens of the Savernake Estate. Perhaps, however, 
it may be su ted that even a m has to be 
prudent, and if he is the mortgagee of a great English pro- 
yerty, though the tenure be only par autre eve, and there- 
fore uncertain, he will hardly be cunsulting his own interests 
by altogether neglecting its welfare. He may, of course, 
have only a year or two to exploit it, but in all probability 
he has guarded against this risk by insurance, and as he can 
therefore base his calculations on a anger pened of possession, 
he will certainly be the loser if he ws the estate to sink 
much below the condition of those of neighbouring landowners. 
He may not play the squire to the ea at Christmas time, 
and during his sway the county will have to put up with a 
magnate the less; but, whatever may be his shorteomings, he 
will at least have to contrive to let the farms to solvent tenants, 
and this is h consistent with a policy of utter neglect, 

The question, however, depends, or ought to depend, not at 
all upon catch phrases or upon the general social effects which 
may follow from a particular judgment. Even a Court of 
Appeal may sometimes have to face the unpleasant necessity of 
deciding a hard case. It depends, indeed, cor | on the con- 
struction of the Settled Land Act, and the jurisdiction thereby 
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conferred upon the court with regard to the sale of mansion- 
houses. For in the present case it is essential to remember 
that, though the proposed sale included the whole estate, with 
its ninety farms and its thousand cottages, and therefore 
appeared to be a matter of great magnitude, yet the sanction of 
the court was only required with regard to the mansion-house 
and the demesne lands. But whichever part of the estate is in 
question, the argument must commence with section 53, under 
which a tenant for life, in exercising any power under the Act, 
is to have regard to the interests of all parties entitled under 
the settlement, and, in relation to the exercise thereof by him, 
is to be deemed to be in the position, and to have the duties and 
liabilities of, a trustee for those parties. Upon this, in the pre- 
sent case, it seems to have been somewhat unnecessarily held 
that the interests referred to are pecuniary interests only. The 
tenant for life, it was said, is master of the situation, and hence, 
provided only the price is proper, he can refuse entirely to consider 
the feelings and wishes of the remaindermen. Possibly this may 
be correct, though it is hardly in accordance with the elaborate 
description of the duties of the tenant for life given by Lord 
Esuer, M.R., in Zhe Earl of Radnor’s case (45 Ch. D. 402), 
where it was also laid down that the discretion of the court was 
to be exercised on the same lines, and that, like an honest and 
independent trustee, it was to take into account all the 
circumstances of the family before agreeing with or over- 
ruling the decision already arrived at by the tenant for life. 
Clearly such circumstances include other matters than the 
mere pecuniary interests of the remaindermen, and, even sup- 
posing the duties of the tenant for life, under section 53, to be 
limited in the way now suggested, yet a wider view must be 
taken of the functions of the court when these have to be exer- 
cised under section 10 of the Settled Land Act, 1890. If it be 
true that the tenant for life is empowered to sell, subject only 
to sufficiency of price, the whole estate, with the exception of 
the mansion-house and the demesne lands, the Settled Land 
Acts shew that, with regard to the excepted portion, a further 
safeguard than his own natural desire to preserve the family 
seat is necessary ; and, in requiring the sanction of the trustees 
or of the court, it would seem that the Legislature intended to 
secure for the wishes of the remaindermen and the general 
circumstances of the family that consideration which the tenant 
for life may not be bound to give to them. In the present 
instance, the pecuniary interests of the remaindermen were safe, 
and it was therefore the special duty of the court, in exercising 
this wider discretion, to determine whether, having regard to the 
whole circumstances of the family, their wishes ought to be 
overridden by the life tenant’s necessities. Upon this footing 
Stirttiye, J., exercised his discretion; and, if the matter rested 
herve, there could scarcely be any doubt that he exercised it 
corret! Y. 

The matter, however, was not allowed to rest here, and this 
brings us to the important question raised by the judgment of 
the Court of Appeal. Was the court entitled to go outside the 
circumstances of the family and consider the welfare of the 
tenants and occupiers on the estate? As we have already 
pointed out, it is probable that somewhat too gloomy a view was 
taken of the mortgagee’s +éyime, and the interference of the 
court on this ground was perhaps quite superfluous. But apart 
from this, it is very doubtful whether the personal welfare of the 
tenants is within the scope of the Act. According to its title it 
is an Act for facilitating sales, leases, and other dispositions of 
settled land, and for promoting the execution of improvements 
thereon. As to this last object, incidentally of course, it is 
beneficial to the tenants, but its real aim is the improvement of 
the estate at the expense of all the successive owners for the 
benefit of such owners, and the Act generally is designed to 
permit of dispositions by the tenant for life without injury to 
the substantial interests of the remaindermen. In deciding, 
therefore, any matter as between the tenant for life on the one 
hand and the remaindermen on the other, the sole question 
would seem to be whether the present circumstances and 
necessities of the former, taken in connection with the probable 
future fortunes of the family, are such as to entitle his wishes 
to prevail over those of the latter, and hitherto this has 
sfiorded sufficient scope for inquiry. Of course the state of 
the property itself is a matter naturally included, and if the 
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forebodings of the Court of Appeal were well founded, this 
might have formed a sufficient ground for the decision. If 
the remaindermen will in all probability receive the estate 
greatly diminished in value, a reason exists for regarding their 
wishés as mistaken, and hence as entitled to less weight. But, 
‘though this was mentioned, and to a certain extent relied on, 
by the Court of Appeal, the decision was really based on the 
welfare of the tenantry, and, making all due allowance for the 
very proper desire to take a wide view of the Act, it seems to be 
doubtful whether this was a relevant consideration. It may 
frequently happen, of course, that the court will assist im- 
poverished owners to sell, but this is in the interest of the 
family simply ; that their means may be increased by the pro- 
duce of sale, not that the tenants may exchange a poor for a 
wealthy landlord. The tenants have other remedies for the 
shortcomings of the landlord than the benevolent interference 
of the court. 

Indeed, the very mention of tenants in such a connection 
throws suspicion on the matter, inasmuch as where tenants are 
properly in question the assistance of the court is not wanted. 
The peculiarity of the present case is that, while the court had 
only to consent to the sale of the mansion-house, it practically 
based its decision on the condition of the agricultural land and 
its tenants. It was, of course, a relevant consideration that, by 
selling the mansion-house with the remainder of the estate, the 
remainder would fetch a higher price than if sold alone, but 
beyond this it is a little difficult to see how the remainder of the 
estate was really before the court. If the price was sufficiently 
good to override the wishes of the remaindermen, then the 
inclusion of the rest of the estate would settle the question, 
but apart from the mere matter of price, the court was 
concerned solely with the mansion-house. In point of 
fact, however, they directed the sale of the mansion-house, 
not because the tenant for life was entitled to such a sale as 
against the remaindermen, but because by so doing they would 
at the same time insure the sale of the other part of the estate ; 
that is, they exercised their jurisdiction mainly upon grounds 
affecting property which was not subject to their jurisdiction. 
Thus the condition of things is a little anomalous, and the con- 
sistency of the decision is not increased by the fact that the 
probability of the tenant for life himself exercising his un- 
doubted right, and selling everything except the mansion-house 
and the demesnes, was expressly contemplated. 

As to the forest, it was of course purely irrelevant to introduce 
it into the argument at all. By the settlement, under which 
the Marquis of AiLessury became tenant for life without im- 
peachment for waste, the property in the timber was practically 
vested in him, and it was solely a matter for his consideration 
whether he would take advantage of this or not. If he did, the 
remaindermen would have no ground of complaint. Their 
position, indeed, was very clear. The Marquis could sell away 
from the family every acre of land other than the demesne lands 
and the site of the mansion-house, and he could cut down most 
of the forest and pocket the proceeds. This they knew, but 
none the less they objected to the court favouring him at their 
expense and putting the family seat as well under his power. 
With all sympathy for the tenantry on the Savernake Estate, 
and with all respect for the motives which influenced the Court 
of Appeal, we cannot avoid the impression that the decision was 
based upon considerations which the court, in exercising its 
jurisdiction under the Settled Land Act, is not entitled to take 
into account, especially in a case where they solely affect land 
with regard to which that jurisdiction does not exist. The 
‘dead hand ” has its recognized place in legal history, and the 
doctrine still survives in modern law, but it does not seem, upon 
any intelligible principle of construction, to have been incor- 
porated in changed form in the Settled Land Act. 


THE DIFFICULTIES UNDER ORDER 14. 
Tux difficulties which have arisen in judges’ chambers affecting 
the procedure under order 14, to which we called attention on a 
previous occasion (ante, p. 87), do not decrease. On the contrary, 
they increase as time goes on. The situation created by the 
decisions in Gurney v. Small (1691, 2 Q. B. 584) and ZHiliott vy. 
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Roberts (ante, p. 92) is generally regarded as well nigh intoler- 
able, not merely by the profession, but quite as strongly by 
those whose duty compels them to give effect to those decisions. 
When a decision creates this feeling, the air becomes charged 
with storms. Expedients of many kinds are invented by 
jngenious minds in order to break through the restraints 
imposed, or to restore the advantages taken away. The*mean- 
ing of this, of course, is that the collective expert mind of the 

fession remains unconvinced, and regards the objectionable 
Serision in the light of a troublesome barrier to be thrust aside 
as soon as may be, instead of in the light of a solid judgment 
based upon sound sense and good law. Sometimes the pro- 
fessional public, when it takes up this attitude, may be wrong, 
but more often it is right, and in the end the decision goes down 
before the attacks made upon it. 

Let us, in the first place, consider the position established by 
Gurney v. Small so far as that case deals with a judge’s power 
to amend the writ on applications under order 14. The decision 
on that point may be summed up in asentence. Where a defect 
is discovered in a special indorsemert under ord. 3, r. 6, and the 
defendant takes the objection on the hearing of the summons 
under order 14, the judge has no power to adjourn the summons 
with leave to amend. The basis upon which the decision rests 
is purely technical. Ord. 14, r. 1, says, ‘‘ Where the defendant 
appears to a writ of summons specially indorsed under ord. 3, r. 
6, the plaintiff may,” &c. The writ was not specially indorsed 
when the defendant appeared, and the whole procedure being 
based upon the special indorsement of the writ at the time of 
appearance, there is an end of order 14 so far as that particular 
case is concerned. How does this work out in practice? We 
have no hesitation in saying that it works extremely badly. 
Ord. 3, r. 6, which provides for the special indorsement of 
the writ in certain cases, simply bristles with technicalities. 
It is a veritable porcupine of practice, with a legal technical 

int at the end of every quill. Hundreds of decisions 

ve been given on the various sub-heads into which the 
rule is divided. The slightest departure from the proper 
form of indorsement as suggested by the rule, outlined by the 
statutory forms under it, and amplified or restricted by the 
numerous decided cases, vitiates the special indorsement, and 
takes it out of the rule altogether. The task of administering 
justice under ‘his rule and its twin-brother, order 14, has fallen 
in the first instance on the masters, who may be said to be experts 
at the work. They could hardly be otherwise, seeing that for 
the last ten years they have been called upon to hear applica- 
tions under order 14 at an average rate of not less than fifty a 
day. From the very first the ever-recurring difficulty presented 
itself of technical defects in the special indorsement. How 
were they to be dealt with? Here were cases every day, and 
several daily, wherein the plaintiff claimed a simple contract 
debt and swore that there was no defence to his claim ; and here 
was the defendant meeting his demand for summary judgment, 
not by denying the debt or raising any legal question, but 
simply by pointing out some mere technical shortcoming in the 
wording of the special indorsement, which had not the slightest 
bearing whatever upon the plaintiff's right to recover. How 
were these objections to be overcome, and substantial justice to 
be done? The very worst injustice would have been to allow 
these mere technical objections to prevail. The masters, sup- 
ported by the judges, fell back on the inherent power of the 
court to amend any proceedings before it, and they did justice. 
They gave leave to amend, and on the hearing of the adjourned 
summons they gave judgment on the claim, unless some reason- 
able ground of defence were disclosed by the defendant. That 
power to amend so exercised has, for all these years, been the 
oil in the wheels of order 14 procedure, which has kept it in 
smooth and easy working. Now it has been taken away by 
Gurney v. Small, and the only question which exercises the minds 
of the profession and experts alike is how to devise some plan to 
restore it. 

Mr. Justice WiLts, in delivering judgment in Gurney v. Small, 
seems to have had some perception of the difficulty which would 
be created by the decision, for he said: “It has been suggested 
that after the amendment of the indorsement a fresh summons 
under order 14 might properly have been taken out, without the 
necessity of a fresh appearance by the defendant, and I do not 








say that that would not be sufficient. I desire to offer no opinion 
on that point.” Another learned judge sitting in chambers 
seems to have regarded this passage as a ible means of 
escape from the stringency of the decision, for he dealt with a 
similar case in the following terms :—‘ No order (on summons 
under order 14). Leave to amend writ. Appearance to stand 
to writ as amended.” With such an order as this the plaintiff 
would be in a position, after amending his writ, to issue a fresh 
summons under order 14; for it has been decided that where a sum- 
mons under order 14 has been dismissed on account of technical 
defects, and without any adjudication between the parties, a 
second application under order 14 may be made: Sykes Brewery 
Co. v. Chadwick (7 Times Rep. 258). Is this, then, a means of 
evading Gurney v. Small? It does not do to prophecy about 
ee in these days of technical decisions, but we may at least 
evoutly hope that the learned judge’s ingenuity has not been 
gag in vain, and that his example will be followed by 
others. There is, however, one possible shortcoming in his 
order. Can the judge order the ap ce to stand to the writ 
as amended? And if he can, has the defendant in such a case 
“ appeared to a specially-indorsed writ” ? 
e purely technical nature of the difficulty can be perceived 
at a glance if we place side by side the opening words of ord. 14, 
r. 1, and the same words slightly shienall ta order to dispose of 
the objection. As it stands order 14 begins thus :— 
Where a defendant appears to a writ specially indorsed 
under ord. 3, r. 6, the plaintiff may, &c. 
The point in Gurney v. Small could not have been raised if the 
rule had been worded thus :— 
Where a writ of summons is specially indorsed under ord. 
3, r. 6, the plaintiff may, after appearance by the de- 
fendant, &c. . 

Substantially the meaning of both the above sentences is the 
same, and the effect of the suggested alteration would be to 
leave the rule as it was in all respects, except that the power 
of the court to amend could be applied to a special indorsement 
without impairing the right of the plaintiff to continue his pro- 
ceedings under order 14. The status guo ante would be restored, 
and Gurney v. Small overruled by rule of court. Is it too much 
to hope that the Rule Committee will give their attention to this 
matter? The effort required to put it right is so trifling in com- 
parison with the vast amount of delay, inconvenience, and ex- 
pense which have been im 1 upon litigants suing for simple 
contract debts, by the sudden removal of the one facility which 
has heretofore rendered the process of law in their case rapid, 
economical, and just. 

The case of Elliott v. Roberts (ante, p. 92) has been instru- 
mental in spreading considerable confusion, more, perhaps, than 
is actually warranted by the decision itself. Before the judg- 
ment in that case was delivered it was clearly established that 
an unliquidated claim could not be joined with a liquidated 
claim on a specially-indorsed writ: Jmbert-Terry v. Carver (35 
W. R. 328, 34 Ch. D. 506) and Gurney v. Smal? (supra). In 
Elliott vy. Roberts the plaintiff claimed the amount due on a 
promissory note—viz., the principal sum and the interest agreed 
at twenty-five per cent., to the date of the writ. Both these two 
items of the claim were stated sums, and the total represented 
the ‘liquidated demand” for which the writ was indorsed under 
ord, 3, r.6. A further claim was added for what may be con- 
veniently called running interest, which was in the followi 
words: ‘‘ And the plaintiff claims interest on the above sum at 
£ (debt) at the rate of £25 per cent. per annum from the date of 
this writ until payment or judgment.” This claim was held to 
be an unliquidated demand added to the liquidated demand, and, 
consequently, it was held that the writ was not specially indorsed 
under ord. 3, r, 6. 

It is a matter of regret that the grounds of the decision were 
not stated more fully than they were. One of the learned 
judges dwelt upon the fact that no contract was alleged to pay 
this running rate of interest. And the high rate of interest was 
also referred to in such a way as to imply that it may have 
influenced the court. There was no ex contract to pay 
interest at £25 per cent. per annum from the issue of the writ 
until judgment, and it may be that the court refused to imply 
such a contract. But the decision, again, appears to have been 
based upon the fact that a claim running interest is an 
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unliquidated claim, and that, therefore, its addition to the 
liquidated claim vitiated the special indorsement. This would 
apply to every claim for interest, no matter how low the rate 
per cent. were. It may, perhaps, be useful, therefore, to call 
attention to one or two points bearing upon this claim for run- 
ning interest, with a view to ascertaining how far it is permis- 
sible under the rules. 

Ord. 3, r. 6, commences with the following words :— 

In all actions where the plaintiff seeks only to recover a 
debt or liquidated demand in money payable by the 
defendant, with or without interest, arising, &c. 

The first point which arises is as to the precise meaning of the 
term ‘‘ liquidated demand ” in relation to a claim for interest. 
Does that term include a claim for interest in any shape or 
form ? and, if it does, to what extent? If it appears that the 
term “liquidated demand” does contemplate the inclusion of 
a stated sum for interest, then the subsequent words, ‘‘ with or 
without interest ” must necessarily apply to some further claim 
for interest which cannot be included in the liquidated demand. 
That appears to be a reasonable proposition, because we cannot 
suppose that the words ‘‘with or without interest’’ have no 
meaning whatever. 

The term “liquidated demand ” is used elsewhere in the rules. 
Ord. 13, r. 3, is in the following terms :— 

Where the writ of summons is indorsed for a liquidated 
demand, whether specially or otherwise, and the 
defendant fails, or all the defendants, if more than one, 
fail, to appear thereto, the plaintiff may enter final 
judgment for any sum not exceeding the sum indorsed 
on the writ, together with interest at the rate specified 
(if any), or (if no rate be specified) at the rate of five 
per cent. per annum, to the date of the judgment, and 
costs. 

The above rule is instructive. In the first place it contem- 
plates in the clearest possible terms the inclusion in, or addition to, | 
@ specially-indorsed writ of a claim for running interest—that is to 
say, a claim for interest at a given rate from the date of the | 
writ until judgment. It goes even further than this, where no | 
rate of interest 1s named it provides five per cent. as the rate to | 
be allowed. It can hardly be contended that the fact of not | 
specifying the rate of interest makes the claim for it a “liquidated | 
demand.” A claim at a specified rate must necessarily partake | 
more of the nature of a “liquidated demand” than a claim | 
for interest at no specified rate. And yet here we have one | 
of the rules of court accepting by its terms a claim for running | 
interest at no specified rate as a regular and proper part of a | 


special indorsement. 
_ Let us now take one of the statutory forms of a special | 
indorsement from Appendix ©, Sec. IV., to the rules. Form | 


No. 3 is as follows :— 


* The plaintiff's claim is against the defendant, as maker of a promissory 
note for £250, dated Ist January, 1882, payable four months after date. 





Particulars :— 
Principal . > ‘ ° ‘ , 250 | 
Interest . ° ; : ‘ ‘ : é 10 





Amount dus ; ; F ; F 2) | 


Place of trial, Lancashire, West Derby Division. 
Signed) 
Delivered 

This form is that of a claim for a liquidated demand under 
ord. 4, r. 6. There is no claim in that form for running | 
interest, nor is there such a claim included in any of the forms 
of special indorsement. But ord. 13, r. 3, which we have quoted 
above, clearly authorizes the addition to that form, in a 
specially-indorsed writ, of a claim for running interest. The 
whole of the above form may be taken to represent what has 
been understood to be a liquidated demand. One item of that 
Asim is £10 for interest. That claim for interest forms part of 
the liquidated demand, making the total amount of such demand 
LU. 

Turning now once more to the opening words of ord. 4, r. 6, | 
which we have quoted above, we find that there are two things 
which may be claimed by way of special indorsement. First, 
the dett of liquidated demand, the latter of which includes, as 
we have shewn, a claim for interest already due, which, accord- | 


ing to the form given, is to be a stated amount, and to form one 
of the items of the claim. Secondly, the further claim contem- 
plated by the addition of the words “ with or without interest.” 
If we read these words in the light afforded by ord. 13, r. 3, 
it seems clear that they refer to a claim for running interest 
from the date of the writ until judgment. 

We are not contending for a moment that a claim for running 


| interest is a liquidated demand. It is, manifestly, not so. But 


it does appear that it is a particular form of unliquidated 
demand, the addition of which to a specially-indorsed writ is 
contemplated by the rules themselves, and that it is, moreover, 
authorized by the very terms of ord. 3, r. 6. 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 
COVENANTS AGAINST ASSIGNMENT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—I am glad to see that your correspondent ‘‘ W. H. H.”’ has 
drawn attention in your columns to what he describes as an unpro- 
fessional and unfair covenant in a lease. Unfortunately, the covenant 
is only too commonly to be found in leases of property belonging to 
City companies, and in a more offensive form than that given by your 
correspondent. ° 

I have before me a covenant in a lease from a City company which 
runs as follows :—-‘‘ And also that all deeds and instruments, except 
wills and codicils, which sball be requisite for assigning, demising, or 
parting with the said premises or any part thereof, and whether 
absolutely or conditionally, or by way of mortgage or otherwise, 
shall at all times while the reversion of the said premises shall remain 
in the said master, wardens, and commonalty, their successors or 
assigns, be prepared and perfected by the clerk of the said master, 
&c., for the time being, he taking reasonable satisfaction for his pains 
in that behalf.” 

Asarule the clerks to the companies will generally accept a fee, 
ranging from three to five guineas, for waiving their right to prepare 
the assignment or other instrument; but why should a man be com- 

to pay a fee for employing his own solicitor’ It is evident 
that the covenant is not inserted in the interest of the lessors, for, 
if it were, what right has their solicitor to waive it ? 

The operation of the covenant may work great hardship and loss 
to the parties concerned in consequence of delay on the part of the 
lessor’s solicitor in the preparation of the necessary documents. 

The Council of the Incorporated Law Society would be conferring 
a great benefit if they would take 2 to get a stop put to this 
objectionable practice. Even a mere public expression of opinion on 
their part that it was unprofessional and unfair would do a great 
deal of good. 

I presume that in cases where the client objects to pay the fee to 
the lessor’s solicitor for kindly not doing the work, and leaves to him 
the preparation of the assignment or underlease, the lessee’s solicitor 
would not be entitled to scale charges, but would have to be satisfied 
with costs under schedule 2 for any work done by him in connection 
with the matter. H, L. H. 

Dec. 15, o 





Ke H. S, TRITION, 
( T'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I should very much like to have your opinion as to whether 
the poiut raised by the Registrar of te Land Registry in this case, 
which was reported in the last number of the Sonicirons’ JOURNAL, 
was 4 sound one, and whether in similar cases a purchaser is bound 
to inquire whether the power of sale has arisen, 

The court, having got all parties before it, does not socom to have 
answered the question. SupsCRIDER. 
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Re CHEESMAN., 
(35 Soxrctrors’ Journat, 434, 39 W. R. 497; 1891, 2 Ch. 289.) 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.]} 


Sir,—Your readers may be interested in the result of this taxation. 
The solicitor had sent in three bills on the 24th of November, 
amounting to £45 Os. 1d., and a further bill on the 18th of December, 
amounting to £3 16s. 2d., making together £48 16s. 3d., and on the 
28rd of December he accepted £42 in discharge, which the applicant’s 
solicitor admitted was a reasonable sum. The application to tax was 
resisted by the solicitor, on the ground that there were no special cir- 
cumstances, no pressure, and no overcharge, and neither the chief 
clerk, nor the judge, nor the Court of Appeal, before whom the sum- 
mons came in turn, pointed any out, 

The taxing master has reduced the £42 by the sum of one shilling 
and elevenpence. The costs of the appeal have been taxed at £18 6s. 6d., 
and the costs of the application and of the taxation at £26 19s., leav- 
My balance of £8 10s. 7d. due to the solicitor. K., D., & Co, 

ec. 16, 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


REG. ». FARMER AND OTHERS, JUSTICES OF SALFORD—No. 1, 14th 
December. 


CerTiorart—OrpvDeEr or Justices —JuRISpIcTION— BasTtarpy —SERVICE OF 
Summons—Last Prace or Anope—35 & 36 Vict. c. 65, ss. 3, 4. 


Rule nisi for certiorari to bring up and quash an order of justices. A 
woman named Howarth having obtained a summons against a man named 
Riley on the ground that he was the father of her illegitimate child, the 
summons was left on March 15, 1891, at the house of Riley’s father as 
being his last place of abode. The matter came on for hearing at the 
petty sessions on March 25, when Riley’s father attended and said that his 
son had gone to America in February to reside. A woman, however, 
deposed that she had seen him in the neighbourhood within a few days, 
and the magistrates held that the summons had been duly served upon 
Riley by being left at his last place of abode, and proceeded to hear the 
case. They adjudged Riley to be the putative father of the child, and 
made an order against him for its weekly maintenance. On December 1 
Riley applied to the Divisional Court for a certiorari to bring up and quash 
the order, on the ground that there was no jurisdiction to make it, as the 
summons had not been properly served. The Divisional Court refused the 
application, holding that there was evidence before the justices on 
which they could find that the summons had been duly served, and that 
the court had no jurisdiction to review their decision. Riley then applied 
to the Court of Appeal, which granted a rule wisi for a certiorari and 
extended the time for applying (the application not having been made as 
required within six months) on proof of Riley’s absence from England, and 
subsequent illness. The rule now came on to be argued, and it was con- 
tended on the authority of Brittain v. Kinnaird (1 B. & B. 433) and Reg. v. 
Bolton (1 Q. B. 66) that even assuming that the magistrates had decided 
wrongly, the court had no jurisdiction to review their decision on the tacts, 
and further that the summons was properly served by being left at Riley’s 
last place of abode in England. ; 

Tue Covrr (Lord Esner, M.R., and Lorrs and Kay, L.JJ.), made the 
rule absolute and quashed the order of the justices. 

Lord Esner, M.R., said that it must be borne in mind that this was 
not an application to enforce the order of the justices, in which case 
Brittain v. Kinnaird was an authority to shew that the court had no juris- 
diction to inquire into the power of the justices to make the order. It 
was an application for a certiorari to bring up and quash the order, and in 
such a case Rry, v, Evans (19 L. J. M. C. 151), which was decided fifty 
years ago, was a strong authority for saying that the court had jurisdiction 
to see whether the justices had rightly found the facts on which their 
jurisdiction was based. ‘That case had been followed in Reg. v. Lee (52 J, 
P. 344), and it could not be overruled. Nor were the court restricted to 
the evidence which was before the magistrates. They might hear further 
evidence, and in this case there was important additional evidence corrob- 
orating Riley's story. Not only had the woman who at the hearing had 
sworn she had seen him within a few days made an affidavit contradicting 
her evidence ; but Riley himself had deposed that he arrived in America 
on March 3, twelve days before the notice was served, and a letter from 
him, which was undoubtedly genuine, had been put in which bore the 
Boston postmark of March 5, The decision of the justices, that he was 
still in England at the date of the service, was therefore clearly wrong. 
But then it was said that, nevertheless, the service was good since the 
summons was left at his last place of abode in England. No doubt the 
Act (35 & 36 Viet. . 65, 8. 4) directed that the summons might be left at 
& man’s last place of abode, but that did not apply where he had another 
lace of abode. It was not to be left at his last place of abode but one, 

fhe was wandering #bout without any place of abode, of if he had gone 
away intending to evade service of the summons and to return when the 
thing had blown over, the summons might be left at his last place of 
abode, but that was not eo when he had gone to reside somewhere else, 
In the present case the evidence waa clear that Riley had gone to America, 
not to avoid service, or with any intention of returning, but to reside 
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ineffectual. No doubt the summons could not be served out of the juris- 
diction, but the Act seemed to contemplate the case, since by section 3 it 
provided that the woman might take proceedings at any time within twelve 
months next after the man’s return to England. 

Lorgs, L.J., said that in Brittain v. Kinnaird and Reg. v. Bolton both 
parties had been present when the order of the justices was made. In the 
present case the complainant alone had been present. The case of Reg. v. 
Evans was a strong authority for saying that the court might inquire into 
the preliminary question whether the summons had been duly served. It 
was clear that the justices were mistaken in thinking that he was in 
England, and it was equally clear that his father’s house was not his last 
place of abode. The summons, therefore, had not been duly served, and 
the justices had no jurisdiction to make the order. 

Kay, L.J., said that the case raised two important questions as to the 
jurisdiction of this court to review the istrate’s decision. Upon the 
service of the summons, he thought it would be a most serious thing if an 
order could be made in consequence of an i service agaiust a man 
in his absence, and he were to have no power of calling the decision in 
question. It was essential to natural justice that such a man should be 
able to appear and shew that the justices had no jurisdiction to make the 
order without any notice to him. As to the second point, he was clearly 
of opinion that Riley’s abode at the time the notice was served was in 
America, and therefore that his father’s house was not his last place of 
abode.—Counset, Cluer; Le Riche. Sorrcrrors, Jaques § Co. ; Le Riche § 
Stevens. 





{Reported by A. P. Percevat Kerr, Barrister-at-Law,’ 


Re AILESBURY’S (MARQUIS) SETTLED ESTATES--No. 2, 12th 
December. 


Serrtep Lann—Mansion-novsE—Sare rv Tenant ror Lire—Dutscretion 
or Covrt—Setriep Lanp Act, 1882, ss. 3, 15, 50, 53—Serriep Lanp 
Act, 1890, s. 10 (2). 

This was an appeal by the Marquis of Ailesbury from the decision of 
Stirling, J. (reported 35 Soxtcrrors’ Jotrnat, 696), dismissing a petition 
presented by him asking for the sanction of the court to a proposed sale to 
Lord Iveagh of the Ailesbury settled estates, including therein the family 
mansion-house of Savernake Hall and the pleasure-grounds, park, and 
lands usually occupied therewith, for the sum of £750,000. Under a 
settlement made on the 16th of July, 1885, the marquis was tenant for life 
in possession without impeachment of waste, with remainder to his sons 
successively in tail, remainder to Lord Henry Bruce (uncle of the present 
marquis) for life, remainder to his sons in tail, remainder to Lord Robert 
Bruce for life, remainder to his sons in tail, with an ultimate remainder in 
fee to the present marquis. The total acreage of the estate was 40,000 
acres, of which 7,000 acres were demesne lands and the Forest of Saver- 
nake ; and there were nearly 100 tenant-farmers and 1,000 cottagers on 
the estate. ‘The gross annual rental was about £25,000, and the annual 
outgoings incident to the estate were £15,400, in addition to which there 
was at present an annual charge of £7,500 for jointures, and a further 
annual charge of £2,000, taking precedence of the interest of the life 
tenant. The present marquis, who was now aged about thirty years, 
married in 1884, but had no issue. He had mortgaged his life interest to 
the extent of more than £200,000, and was insolvent; one of the mort- 
gagees had instituted proceedings for foreclosure, and a receiver had been 
appointed. It appeared from the evidence that no better offer for 
urchase had been, or was likely to be, made; but, as the proposed sale 
ncluded the mansion-house and demesne lands, it was necessary for the 
tenant for life to obtain either the consent of the trustees of the settle- 
ment or the sanction of the court to the proposed sale. One of the 
trustees was in favour of the sale, but the other trustee opposed it, as did 
also Lords Henry and Robert Bruce and the other remaindermen in 
existence. They based their opposition on the grounds that the settle- 
ment of 1885 was part of a family arrangement, whereby the Yorkshire 
estates of the family were sold to pay off the debts of the present marquis, 
and the Savernake estates resettled with the object of keeping them in the 
family ; that the present marquis, being in the power of Ins creditors, 
could not exercise a free and unbiassed judgment in entering into the 
contract for sale ; and that the sale of the only mansion-house of a noble 
family was contrary to the wishes and interests of the remaindermen. 
Section 15 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, enacts that, ‘* notwithstanding 
anything in this Act, the principal mansion-house on any settled land and 
the demesnes thereof, and other lands usually occupied therewith, shall 
not be sold a by the tenant for life without the consent of the 
trustees of the settlement or an onder of the court."’ Section 50 enacts 
(sub-section 1) : ** The powers under this Act of a tenant for life . . . 
remain exercisable by the tenaut for life after and notwithstanding any 
assignment, by operation of law or otherwise, of his estate or interest 
under the settlement.’ Section 53; ‘* A tenant for life shall, in exer- 
cising any power under this Act, have regand to the inter sts of all parties 
entitled under the settlement, and shall, in relation to the exercise t of 
by him, be deemed to be in the position, and to have the duties and 
liabilities, of a trustee for those partics,"" Section 10 of the Settled Land 
Act, 1890, by sub-section (1), repeals section 16 of the Act of S82 from 
the date of the passing of this Act (the 10th of August, 1890), and, br 
sub-section (2) enacts that, ‘* Notwithstanding anything contained in 
the Act of 1882, the principal mansion-house, and the pleasure-grownds 
and park and lands (if any) usually occupied therewith, shall not be sold. 
. « » by the tenant for life without the consent of the trustees of the 
settlement or an order of the court.” Stirling, J., had refused te sanction 
the proposed sale, The marquis appealed, 





there. He had got a pam of abode there, and therefore his father's 
house was pot hiv last place of abode, and the service there was bad and | 


Tur Count (Laxpury, Rowry, and Pray, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal and 
sanctioned the sale, 
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f Lroxey, L.J., in giving judgment said that the appellant, the present 
marquis, was a young man, aged thirty, who had managed to get through 
a great deal of money, and was a spendthrift who had brought disgrace 
upon his family by his reckless extravagance, and he was therefore not a 
m with whom the court was disposed to sympathize. But the Settled 
Tand Act, 1882, conferred certain rights and cast certain duties on a 
tenant for life in possession of a settled estate. Section 3 of that Act 
gave the tenant for life power to sell the settled estate generally, and sec- 
tions 50 and 51 prevented the tenant for life from incapacitating himself 
from exercising that power. This power of sale, conferred by section 3, was 
controlled by section 53, which was as follows :—‘‘ A tenant for life shall, 
in exercising any power under this Act, have regard to the interests of all 
parties entitled under the settlement, and shall in relation to the exercise 
thereof by him be deemed to be in the position, and to have the duties and 
liabilities, of a trustee for those parties.’’ For the present purpose it was 
sufficient to say that the exercise or discharge of that duty by the tenant 
for life was not a matter affecting the title, but was a matter which, if 
disregarded, rendered him personally liable as a trustee. After all, the 
tenant for life was master of the situation, and could override the 
sentimental interests of the remainderman, though if he sacrificed their 
iary interests he might be made liable. In his lordship’s opinion it 
would not be right to hold that because the present marquis was insolvent 
and had with all his interest in the property it must be inferred as 
a fact that he had not exercised his discretion and had not regarded the 
interests of the remaindermen, in entering into this contract to sell. 
Apart from such inference there was no proof that the marquis had not 
exercised his discretion. So far as the consent or discretion of the court 
was concerned, the Act contained nothing which fettered the court in any 
way, or laid down any principles for the exercise of its discretion, 
and, as was stated by Chitty, J., and emphasized by the Court of 
Appeal in Earl Radnor’s case (45 Ch. D. 402), the court was not dis- 
to fetter itself by laying down any rules for the exercise of its 
iscretion under the Act. It was the duty of the court to consider all 
the circumstances of each case, including as a material circumstance the 
interests and wishes of the remaindermen, as well as the wishes of the 
tenant for life. But in this case there were also other important 
considerations. The court had to face the consequences of not 
giving its consent. Their lordships, as lawyers and men of busi- 
ness, knew what evil consequences necessarily resulted from hand- 
ing over a family estate to a mortgagee in possession—it might be 
for fifty years—where every interest was necessarily sacrificed to 
money-getting. Those consequences were such that his lordship said 
he did not dare to take on himself the responsibility of bringing them 
about by declining to sanction the sale, and, if he did, he would be 
defeating one of the objects of the Act, which was to render it un- 
necessary to introduce into this country an Act like the Incumbered 
Estates Act (Ireland), and to prevent the evils resulting from a settled 
estate heavily incumbered not being allowed to be sold. If the sale was 
not sanctioned in the present case, what would happen’ The tenant for 
life could cut down all the timber other than ornamental timber. He 
could sell everything except the mansion-house, provided he could get a 
reasonable price. Of course, he would not get anything like the same 
price without the mansion-house, but he could destroy the estate by 
selling it without the mansion-house and demesne lands. Those con- 
siderations overpowered all considerations on the other side. Notwith- 
standing the sympathy which the court felt for the remaindermen, the 
court ought not to be controlled by their wishes, but ought to take a 
wider view of the matter. Stirling, J., had gone wrong in relying too 
much upon the analogy of Earl Radnor’s case, which was a case of heir- 
looms, and had not sufficiently addressed himself to the considerations 
which weighed so much with this court. 


Bowex, L.J., said that the court below had not taken into consider- 
ation the miserable condition in which this estate would be left 
during [the life of the present marquis if the sale was not sanc- 
tioned. It might be that for fifty years the estate would be in the 
dead hand of a pauper tenant for life, or of a money-lender. The condi- 
tion and welfare of the tenants and labourers on the estate ought not to 
be disregarded. In his lordship’s opinion, section 53 was an affirmative, 
not a negative, section. It was introduced for the protection of the 
pecuniary interests, in the first place, of the remaindermen, but it was 
not a condition precedent for the exercise of the jurisdiction of the court 
that the tenant for life should have regarded all the interests, sentimental 
and otherwise, of the remaindermen. It was impossible to construe the 
section as saying that the existence of a sentimental desire in any one 
remainderman could fetter the court so as to prevent a tenant for life 
selling when it was for the public advantage that the sale should take 
place. If it were otherwise, no mansion-house could ever be sold if any 
remainderman objected. What the court had to consider when the 
application of the tenant for life came before it was the interests of those 
whose interests were entitled to be properly secured. The court in such 
a case bad to examine for itself the whole of the circumstances. As to the 
tenant for life in the present case, if the sale were sanctioned he would go 
afree man. As to the remaindermen, their pecuniary interests were safe ; 
it was not to be wondered at, however, that they objected to losing this 
family mansion with the unique appendage of a forest. The interests of 
the remaindermen, however, were all more or less contingent, as the 

marquis might have male issue. The first remainderman, if ever 

came into possession, might not do so for years, and the mansion 
might then have become the home of owls and rats. It was not 
for the honour of the family that as many as ninety farmers and 
1,000 ron ng should fall for a number of years into the hands of 
money - s. There was no possible way of selling this estate ad- 
vantageously except with the mansion-house and demesne lands ; 














and public interest, in the sense of those who had an interest in the 
soil, outweighed the sentimental interests of the remaindermen. 

Fry, L.J., concurred, and said that section 53 imposed no condition 
affecting title in any form or shape; it contained a direction binding on 
the tenant for life as to what he should do when selling, but it was not 
necessary for the purchaser to shew that the tenant for life had considered 
the interests of the remaindermen. Further, the Act contained no direc. 
tion as to what the trustees of the settlement or the court were to consider 
when called on to consent to or to sanction a sale. No doubt they should 
act bond fide, and the court should examine every relevant circumstance, 
There were weighty considerations against the sale; it was no light thing 
to strip their last acre from a noble and ancient family, nor to upset family 
arrangements, nor to override the wishes of remaindermen who were 
members of the family. But giving these considerations their full weight, 
they were outbalanced by considerations in favour of the sale. First— 
though that in this case was a slight matter—it was for the pecuniary 
interest of the tenant for life. Secondly, the extent to which the interests 
of the remaindermen ought to be regarded was affected by the fact that 
the tenant for life was a young man, and one could not forecast how long 
he might live, or who would succeed him. Thirdly, the Act gave the 
tenant for life power to sell other parts of the estate, and therefore the 
remaindermen might find nothing left but the mansion-house and part of 
the forest; but the dominant consideration was the probable fearful 
alternative of refusing to sanction this sale—viz., that for thirty or forty 
years this property might remain in the hands of a mortgagee, who, being 
tenant merely pur autre vie, and having no personal interest in the property, 
would occupy it merely to make the most out of it—a long period of 
physical and moral dilapidation, which could not be for the good of the 
estate, or of the tenants upon it, nor for the true interests, honour, and 
dignity of a noble and ancient family.—CovunsEL, Graham Hastings, Q.C., 
Rigby, Q.C., and Fosset Lock ; Sir Henry James, Q.C., and Muir Mackenzie ; 
Sir Horace Davey, Q.C., and George Henderson; Buckley, Q.C., and Ash- 
worth James; Stock. Soutcrtors, Mewburn- Walker §& Laurence; Hunter § 
Haynes ; Nichols §& Manisty. 


‘Reported by M. J. Biaxe, Barrister-at-Law. | 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
he KERSHAW & POLE (LIM.)—North, J., 12th December. 


PracticER—WInNDING-UP Petit1onN—ADVERTISEMENT— CERTIFICATE OF REGIS- 
TRAR—ComPANIES WiInDING-UP Rugs (Ferrvuary), 1891, Rr. 1. 


In this case, which was a petition for winding up the above-named 
company, 

Nortu, J., said that in future he should require—as had been the 
practice of Chitty, J.—that, before he heard a petition, he should have a 
certificate of the registrar that the petition had been duly advertised. In 
the present case the registrar must be satisfied, before drawing up the 
order, that the advertisements were right.—CovunseL, Howland Jackson ; 
Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Beddall; A. Roscoe, Sorrcrrors, Field, Roscoe, § 
Co. ; Taylor § Taylor. 

[Reported by Arrnur Lawresce, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re INMAN & CO.—North, J., 12th December. 


Practice—Unorposep WINDING-urp Petit1on—Notice or Opposition— 
Companies Winpine-ur Rvves (Fesrvary), 1891, rr. 3, 4. 


This was an unopposed petition for the winding up of the above-named 
company. On the case being called on, North, J., said he doubted 
whether he ought to hear winding-up petitions with the unopposed 
petitions, though it had been his practice to do so. Counsel for the 
petitioner said that no notice of opposition had been given to the registrar, 
as ought to have been if any opposition were wished to he made; and he 
asked that the petition should be disposed of, and should not be adjourned 
to be heard with the opposed petitions, for, if it were, it might, though in 
fact unopposed, be postponed to some opposed petition, the hearing of 
which might take a long time, and such a consequence would be very 
inconvenient. 

Nortu, J., said that it might be true that no notice of opposition had 
been given to the registrar, but it might also be the fact that notice had 
been given to the petitioner’s solicitor, who had omitted to give notice to 
the registrar. However, he would hear the present petition with the 
unopposed, and in future his practice would be to take unopposed winding- 
up petitions with the unopposed business, provided that the registrar had 
no notice of the intention of anyone to oppose. If in any such case it 
should afterwards appear, before the order was drawn up, that notice of 
= had been given to the petitioner, the order might be stopped.- 

UNSEL, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Vernon Smith ; Swigfen Eady. Soxicrrors, 
Bird § Eldridge, for Moore, R wlins, §& Vores, Lymington; Druces & Attlee. 

[Reported by Antuve Lawresce, Barrister-at-Law. | 


BROMILOW +. PHILLIPS—North, J., 15th December. 
Contempt or Covurt—Intimmipation—Costs. 


This was a motion to commit the plaintiff in this action for contempt of 
court in endeavouring to intimidate L. C. Cortield, a witness in the action, 
and to deter the defendant from calling the said witness, and from con- 
tinuing to defend the action and prosecute his counter-claim, an1 for the 
costs of the application as between solicitorand client. The action was for 
wrongful dismissal. The plaintiff was an engineer, and the defendant a 
manufacturer of steel and tin plates at Pontymister, near Newport, Mon. 
I, C. Corfield was general manager of the works. Last October Corfield 
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made an affidavit in the action on behalf of the defendant. Evidence was 
put in that on the 3rd of November, the plaintiff, together with a police- 

t in uniform, went to defendant’s office at Pontymister, where he 
saw Corfield, and demanded in a threatening manner what he meant by 
his affidavit, and accused him of making a false oath. Several anonymous 
letters of a threatening nature had also been received by the defendant 
and by Corfield, which it was sworn were in the handwriting of the plain- 
tiff. Plaintiff had been personally served with a notice of this application, 
but did not appear. For the motion Shaw v. Shaw (8 Jur. N. 8.141) and 
Smith v. Lakeman (2 Jur. N.S. 1202) were cited, and for costs as between 
solicitor and client, Plating Co. v. Farquharson (17 Ch. D. 57). 

Nort, J., held that as the plaintiff did not weer the order applied for 
must be made, which appeared to be justified by the cases cited; but his 
lordship refused costs as between solicitor and client.—CounsrL, Daniel 
Jones. Soxtcrrors, Nicol.c.: “ Jones. 

[Reported by C. F. Duncan, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re MUSTAPHA, MUSTAPHA ». WEDLAKE—Mathew, J. (for Stirling, J.), 
11th, 12th, 14th, and 15th December. 


DoNATIO MORTIS cavsA, 


This was the trial of an issue directed by Stirling, J., to be tried in an 
administration action as to whether there was a valid donatio mortis causd 
under the following circumstances :—The intestate, Mustapha Mustapha, 
was an Egyptian by birth who had resided in England for about thirty 
years prior to his death, and was a doctor of medicine. He saved a con- 
siderable sum of money, and had at the time of his death £10,000 invested 
in Buenos Ayres bonds, payable to bearer. Shortly before his death he 
took his eldest daughter (the plaintiff) to his bank and gave her authority 
to sign cheques on his account. On the morning of the 7th of January, 
1890, Mustapha was taken seriously ill, and was put to bed. A doctor was 
sent for, and brandy was administered ; he rallied, and the doctor left for 
a short time to fetch some medicine. During his absence Mustapha sent 
for his eldest daughter, and, in the presence of Miss Deacon, his house- 
keeper, said to her, ‘‘ Lulu, dear, take my purse and keys.’’ ‘The plaintiff 
thereupon took the purse and keys from his trousers pocket. Her father 
then said, ‘‘ That is right; put them in your pocket and keep them ; all is 
yours; look after your brother and sister.”” Her father died almost 
immediately afterwards of heart disease. It appeared that the plaintiff 
had been in the habit of tearing off the coupons attached to the bonds and 
of collecting the interest, and had had the entire control of her father’s 
household affairs. The bonds were locked up ina safe in the father’s bed- 
room; the key was locked up in a wardrobe in the same room; and the 
key of the wardrobe was on the father’s bunch of keys. Shortly after 
Mustapha’s death Mr. Wedlake, a solicitor, was sent for. In his presence 
the safe was opened, and a thorough search was made for a will, but none 
could be found. The bonds were found in the safe and were deposited by 
Mr. Wedlake at the London and South-Western Bank in the joint names 
of himself and the plaintiff. The certificates of birth of the three children 
of Mustapha were also found. It was discovered that the younger daughter 
and son were illegitimate, and it was believed that the elder daughter was 
legitimate. Mr. Wedlake then proceeded to obtain a grant of administra- 
tion to the elder daughter. During these proceedings, however, it was 
discovered that she also was illegitimate. The bonds were ultimately 
placed in court, an administration action by originating summons was 
commenced, and the present claim was made. The plaintiff and Miss 
Deacon proved the conversation and circumstances as detailed above. The 
defendant was examined, and failed to contradict the plaintiff's story. It 
was submitted on behalf of the defendant that, even if the plaintiff's story 
were absolutely true, there had been no sufficient delivery within the 
principle as laid down in Ward v. Turner (2 Ves. Sen. 431) and Tate v. Hilbert 
(2 Ves. 111). Actual delivery was necessary in all cases except where the 
goods are too bulky for delivery: Jones v. Selby (Prec. Chan. 300). Here 
the safe should have been opened and the bonds themselves handed over. 
Delivery by symbol was not sufficient. It was argued for the plaintiff 
that there must be a putting into possession of and dominion over the 
goods. The key of the safe was in the wardrobe, which was always kept 
locked, and the dominion was handed over. 

Martuew, J., said this case shewed the necessity of some reform in the 
methods of administering «states by the court. The fund, the subject of 
the issue, was originally £10,000, invested in Buenos Ayres bonds, paying 
interest at the rate of six percent. They belonged to a Mr. Mustapha, 
who was a native of Egypt; he had three children, who were afterwards 
proved to be illegitimate. Upon his death a respectable solicitor was 
called in, and in so doing a wise course was adopted. He saw the 
necessity of placing the bonds in safe custody. Having found a certificate 
of birth, he inferred that the eldest daughter was legitimate, and claimed 
administration for her. He first procured an order for the bonds to be 
placed in court within a reasonable time after Mustapha’s death, and then 
applied for them to be sold, as they were a precarious security ; there was 
no want of diligence on his part, but he was unable to obtain an order for 
sale until July, wien they had fallen thirty per cent. Then only a 
portion were sold, and the rest remained in court. They had now fallen 
another twenty per cent., and the estate was reduced to £6,000. He 
Wished to say that no blame attached to anybody. The strict course of 
proceeding in court had been observed, but a sale was not possible in less 
than six months after the death of Mustapha; the delay had had a 
disastrous effect. He had heard proposals that there should be an official 
trustee, a lawyer, and a man of business. Had there been such an 
official here, the estate might have been saved a amount. The matter 
came before his lordship on an issue to be tried, whether there was a valid 
donatio mortis causd shortly before Mustapha’s death. His lordship then stated 
the facts as proved, and commented upon the evidence, concluding that he 





must act upon the words of the daughter, the plaintiff, and Miss Deacon. 
It was said that there had been no true delivery of the bonds; the safe 
should have been opened and the bonds taken out and handed over. Had 
there been any fraud on the part of the plaintiff, that would have been 
done, and he concluded that there had been sufficient delivery ; and the 
case would not be inconsistent with Jones v. Selby. The result would be a 
declaration that the plaintiff was entitled to the bonds as a valid donatio 
mortis causa. 

With a view to saving the estate any further expense, it was afterwards 
arranged by consent that the official solicitor should act as interim 
guardian to the children, and should be empowered to make advances of 
£1 per week for the maintenance of each child, the children meanwhile 
remaining in the care of Mrs. Elton until after the Christmas Vacation, 
when an application would be made to ae J., to appoint a guardian. 
—Covnse, 7. Terrell; Graham Hastings, QC., and Keary; Ingle Joyce. 
Sorrcrrors, H. R. Elton; Wedlake, Letts § Wedlake ; Hare § Co. 

[Reported by W. 8S. Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law.} 


CAPRONI AND ANOTHER v. ALBERTI—Mathew, J., for Stirling, J., 
9th December. 


Copyricnt—Casts—Grovurs or Frowers anp Frurr—‘‘ Marrer or Ivy- 
VENTION IN ScutprureE’’—54 Geo. 3, c. 56, s. 1. 


This was an action for an injunction to restrain the defendant from 
making, selling, or disposing of casts or models copied or only colourably 
differing from the casts or models of the plaintiffs, or from selling casts 
which purported to be made by the plaintiffs, and for an account of the 
profits arising from such sales by the defendant, and for damages. 
plaintiffs, since 1880, carried on the business of modellers, sculptors, and 
makers of casts at 40, Russell-street, Covent Garden, under the name 
of D. Brucciani & Co. This name, together with the date of publication 
and a distinctive number, was put upon each cast prior to publication. 
The plaintiffs’ firm were approved of by the Science and Art Department of 
the Committee of the Council on Education as dealers and agents for sup- 
plying casts to schools and art classes entitled to grants in aid from the 
department. Before such casts could be sold to the schools or art classes 
in connection with the department the seal of the department was required 
to be affixed. The defendant, who carried on a similar business at Man- 
chester, copied three of the plaintiffs’ designs—namely, groups of shaddock 
and foliage, apples and leaves, and peaches—upon being applied to for 
| casts by a person connected with one of the Manchester art schools, and 
| sold the casts so copied for three or five shillings each, a price considerably 
| under that charged by the plaintiffs. On one of the casts some of the 
letters contained in the name Brucciani ap , that name having been 
partially scratched out; while on the other casts the name had been 
scratched out after the casts had been made. For the plaintiffs reliance 
was placed upon the statute 54 Geo. 3, c. 56, s. 1, which, so far as 
material, is as follows :—‘‘ Every person or persons who shall make or 
cause to be made any new and original sculpture or model or copy or 
cast of the human figure or human figures or of any bust or busts, or of 
any part or parts of the human figure, clothed in drapery or otherwise, or 
of any animal or animals, or of any part or parts of any animal combined 
with the human figure or otherwise, or of any subject being matter of 
invention in sculpture, or of any alto or basso relievo representing any of 
the matters hereinbefore mentioned . Shall have the sole right of 
property of and in every such new and original sculpture, 
model, copy, and cast of any subject being matter of invention in 
sculpture.”’ For the defendant it was contended that the statute  Spaiied 
only to casts of human beings and animals, and was not intended to 
include casts of flowers or fruits, and that, the plaintiffs’ designs not 
having been registered under the statute 13 & 14 Vict. c. 104, s. 6, or 
under the Patents, Designs, and Trade- Marks Act, 1883, the plaintiff. had 
no cause of action. It was stated in the text-books that no case had 
previously been decided upon the statute in question. : 

Martuew, J., after hearing evidence for the plaintiffs, decided that they 
had not made out their case that the defendant represented that his casts 
were made by the plaintiffs, and said that the productions in question 
came within the statute 54 Geo. 3, c. 56. The plaintiffs were entitled 
to be protected in respect of casts made by them being *‘ matter of 
invention in sculpture.’” The evidence was that the plaintiffs’ casts were 
of artistic taste and novel design. The casts were sanctioned as pro- 
ductions of art by the Science and Art Department of the South Kensing- 





ton Museum. They were certainly productions contem by the Act. 
The defendant not having made much profit, the tiffs did not ask 
for damages, but asked him to say that the Act ted their produc- 


tions. They were entitled to that, and the defendant must be warned not 
to copy their productions in future. The plaintiffs were entitled te an 
injunction, and to the general costs of the action. As the defendant had 
succeeded upon that part of the case which charged him with an attempt 
to pass off his goods as those of the plaintiffs, he was entitled to the costs 
of that issue. —CounseL, Hastings, Q.C., and B. Eyre; A. Young. Sort- 
crrors; Fielder & Sumner ; F. W. Reynolds. 
‘Reported by W. A. G. Woops, Barrister-at-Law.) 


High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
BARNES . THE LONDON, EDINBURGH, AND GLASGOW ASSURANCE 
CO.—8th December. 


Pourcy—Insvrante Inrerest—14 Gro. 3, c. 
ALLEGED MISREPRESENTATION, 


Insunancr—Lirr 2— 





This was an appeal from the decision of the judge of the Leeds County 
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Court giving judgment for the plaintiff on a policy of life insurance. The 


policy was effected by the plaintiff in November, 1889, on the life of a girl 
aged nine years, for the sum of £21 10s. The girl was the plaintiff’s half 
sister, and the plaintiff had promised the mother of the girl that she would 
take care of the girl and help to maintain her. The girl’s father was still 
living. The girl, who had been sent to a hospital, when four years old, for 
imal disease, died in May, 1891. The defendant company objected to 
the plaintiff's claim on the policy, on the ground that the plaintiff had no 
insurable interest in the girl, the company also alleged that the plaintiff 
had been guilty of misrepresentation as to the state of the girl’s health. 
The learned county court judge gave judgment for the plaintiff, holding 
that she had an insurable interest in the girl because there was a reasonable 
probability that she would have to pay for the girl’s burial; that the 
plaintiff had made no misrepresentations, but had told the truth about the 
girl to the company’s agent; and that the plaintiff was not bound by 
conditions inserted in the policy without her knowledge by the company’s 
agent. The defendant company appealed. The plaiutiff did not appear. 
Tue Covrr (Lord Coteriner, C.J., and A. L. Surrn, J.) dismissed the 


appeal. 

Corrriper, C.J.: In this case the defendants have set up two 
defences. First, that the plaintiff made misrepresentations at the time of 
entering into the policy. I do not think so. The plaintiff told the agent 
all about the child, the agent accepted the proposed life, and the terms of 
the policy are those of which the plaintiff was informed at the interview 
between her and the defendants’ agent. The plaintiff is not bound by 
false statements inserted, without her knowledge, in the policy by the 
defendants’ agent. Secondly, the defendants say that the plaintiff had no 
insurable interest in the girl. No doubt there must be a pecuniary 
insurable interest at the time of entering into the policy, otherwise it is 
void under 14 Geo. 3, c. 48. Supposing a person enters into a contract to 
pay money which he is not bound to do by law, the securing repayment 
of that money to himself is an insurable interest. None of the cases 
referred to contain anything rebutting that proposition. There was 
therefore an insurable interest in the present case, and the plaintiff was 
entitled to recover. 

A. L. Surrn, J., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—Covnser, F. Dodd. 
Sortcrror, Wine E. Barter. 


“Reported by F. O. Rosrxson, Barrister-at-Law. | 


REG. r. JENKINS AND OTHERS, JUSTICES—14th December. 


Licensinc—Sate pvrtsc Crostnc Hovrs—Wuorrsate Breer DEALER’s 
Licence—Sate ny WHotrsaLe Deater or Four anp A HALF GALLON 
Casks or Beer—ConvicTion rFoR—WHETHER SaLeE or Four AND A HALF 
Gattons or Beer 1s 4 Sate py Rertarm orn Wuoresare—4 & 5 Wit. 
4, c. 85, s. 19. 


Ruie calling on justices of the peace for the county of Glamorgan to 
shew cause why a writ of certiorari should not issue to remove into the 
High Court a conviction, whereby one David Morgan was convicted of 
unlawfully selling beer on the 1st of August at Tylorstown, he being a 
licensed dealer in beer, during hours when licensed houses are required 
to beclosed. The said David Morgan carried on the business of a grocer at 
Tylorstown, in the county of Glamorgan, and at the same premises where 
he carriec on his grocery business he also acted as agent for a brewer, and sold 
ale and beer in quantities of uot less than four and a half gallons under a 
wholesale beer dealer’s licence granted to him by the excise authorities. Mr. 
Morgan had no other licence to sell beer except his wholesale beer dealer’s 
licence. A summons was taken out against Mr. Morgan, charging him “‘ for 
that he, the said David Morgan, on the Ist day of August, 1891, at Tylors- 
town, in the said county and division, being a licensed dealer in beer, did 
unlawfully sell beer during hours when licensed houses were required to be 
closed, to wit, between the hours of twelve o’clock at night and two 
o’clock in the morning.”” The hour at which licensed houses were required 
to be closed was eleven o’clock at night. On the hearing of this summons 
it was proved, and was admitted, that on the night of Saturday, the Ist of 
por noe 1891, the said David Morgan had delivered four and a half gallon 
casks of beer at different houses after eleven o'clock at night, which was 
the hour of closing licensed houses in that place. Upon this it was con- 
tended against Mr. Morgan that he had committed a breach of the Licens- 
ing Acts by selling or delivering beer after closing hours, whereas Mr. 
Morgan contended that, as he held a wholesale beer dealer’s licence, and 
as each of the casks of beer delivered held four and a half gallons, he was 
not subject to the regulations as to closing hours, but could sell his beer 
at any time, provided he sold it in quantities of not less than four and a half 

. The justices, however, convicted Mr. Morgan of unlawfully selling 
the beer during prohibited hours, and imposed a penalty of £1 and £1 11s. 6d. 
costs. The present rule for a certiorari was then obtained at the instance 
of Mr. Morgan. Section 3 of the Licensing Act, 1874 (37 & 38 Vict. c. 49), 
provides that ‘all premises in which intoxicating liquors are sold shall be 
closed as follows (that is to say) ’’ ; then follow the times of closing. Section 
9 of the same Act provides that ‘‘any person who, during the time at 
which premises for the sale of intoxicating liquors are directed to be closed 
by or im pursuance of this Act, sells or exposes for sale in such premises 
pe intoxicating liquor; or opens or keeps open such premises for the 

of intoxicating liquors, or . . . ” shall be liable to a penalty. 
Section 72 of the Licensing Act, 1872 (35 & 36 Vict. c. 94), provides: 
“* Nothing in this Act shall affect or apply to (9) the sale of intoxicating 
aes sidenie,” There is no definition of what a sale of beer by 
’ is, but there is a definition of what a sale of beer by retail means, 
for section 19 of the Beerhouse Act, 1834 (4 & 5 Will. 4, c. 85), which is 


“still in force, says: ‘‘ And whereas doubts are entertained as to what is a 


selling of beer, or perry, or cider by retail. Be it therefore enacted, that 
every sale of any beer, &., in any less quantity than four gallons and a half 
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shall be deemed and taken to be a selling by retail.’’ The justices did not 
now appear, but they filed an affidavit in opposition to the rule, in which 
they said :—The population of the district is largely composed of colliers, 
and since the passing cf the Act to prohibit the sale of Intoxicating 
Liquors in Wales, an extensive sale has been created, especially on 
Saturday nights, of small casks of beer containing four and a half gallons, 
supplied principally by grocers and other shopkeepers. The charge against 
the said David Morgan was ‘‘ that he, the said David Morgan, on the Ist day 
of August, 1891, at Tylorstown, being a licensed dealer in beer, did 
unlawfully sell beer during hours when licensed houses are required to be 
closed, to wit, between the hours of twelve o’clock at night and two o’clock 
in the morning.’’ ‘‘ It was proved before us, the said justices, that the 
said David Morgan had delivered four and a half gallon casks of beer at 
different houses after eleven o’clock in the night of the Ist day of August 
last, and we convicted the said David Morgan, and fined him £1 and £1 
lls. 6d. costs. The justices were much influenced by the evil effects 
resulting from the extensive sale of small casks of beer on Saturday nights 
and Sunday mornings.’’ In support of the rule it was contended that, as 
section 19 of 4 & 5 Will. 4, c. 85, defined a sale of beer by retail to bea 
sale of any quanity less than four gallons and a half, it must be taken that 
a sale of four gallons and a half or of any larger quantity cannot be a sale 
by retail, and must therefore be a sale by wholesale, and that, being a sale 
by wholesale, it is, by section 72 (9) of the Licensing Act, 1872, exempted 
from the regulations as to closing hours contained in the Licensing Acts, 
1872 and 1874. 

Lord Corertnez, C.J.: Mr. Paterson has persuaded me that he is 
right, and that this certiorari must issue. It may be said that what was 
done here was an evasion of the law, but when the matter comes before us 
we must decide it according to law. It appears that the defendant in 
this case sells each Saturday night a number of casks of beer, each cask 
containing four and a half gallons, and he had no other licence than a 
wholesale beer dealer’s licence. Something, perhaps, might be said in 
favour of the view that such a sale of beer, that is, a sale of four anda 
half gallons, is common ground between wholesale and retail, but I do 
not think that that would be a fair reading of the statute, for, though 
no definition is anywhere given as to what is a ‘‘ wholesale’’ and what is 
a *‘retail’’ sale, I do find it enacted in 4 & 5 Will. 4, ¢ 85, s. 19, that 
any sale of beer in any less quantity than four gallons and a half shall be 
deemed to be a selling by retail, and that section has a short preamble 
saying, ‘‘ And whereas doubts are entertained as to what is a selling of 
beer by retail,’’ shewing that in consequence of those doubts it was 
enacted that a sale of less than four gallons and a half should be taken to 
be a selling by retail. From this it may fairly be said that the statute 
intended that any sale of beer of four gallons and a half, or over four 
gallons and a half, is a selling of beer by wholesale.- That being so, this 
conviction cannot be supported, but must be set aside. 

A. L. Sxarn, J.—I am of the same opinion. I am sorry I am coerced to 
give judgment against this conviction. Since the Sunday Closing Act 
has come into force in Wales the custom has prevailed of sending out these 
casks of four gallons and a half on Saturday nights. This may be an 
evasion of the law, but the real point we have to determine here is whether 
Mr. Morgan, in respect of this sale, isa wholesale dealer or a retail dealer. 
T read the statue thus: A wholesale dealer can sell toa minimum of four 
gallons and a half, he can sell a four and a half gallon cask; for the 
sale of any quantity less than that he must have a retail licence ; that is, 
any sale of a quantity less than four gallons and a half is a retail sale, and 
requires a retail licence; any sale of four gallons and a half or above that 
quantity is a sale by wholesale and requires a wholesale licence. I think, 
therefore, that Mr. David Morgan, who had a wholesale licence, has made 
out that in this case he sold as a wholesale dealer, and therefore this con- 
viction must be quashed. Rule absolute. Conviction quashed.—Covunser, 
James Paterson. Soricrrors, Godden, Holme, § Co., for W. Williams, Ponty - 

ridd. 
° ‘Reported by Sir Surrston Baker, Bart., Barrister-at-Law. | 


WELLSTEAD +. THE VESTRY OF PADDINGTON—10th December. 


Vestry—ALrerations To Urntnat—' In rront or Purniic-novsr’’—5d Geo. 
4, c. 126, s. 73. 


This was an appeal, by way of special case, from the decision of a 
metropolitan magistrate. The appellant Wellstead, who was the owner of 
a public-house entitled the Queen’s Hotel, situate in James-street, in the 
parish of Paddington, was summoned before the magistrate by the vestry 
of Paddington for not having made certain alterations in a urinal at the 
Queen’s Hotel, as required by a notice served upon him by the vestry. 
By section 73 of 5 Geo. 4,¢ 126 (the Local Act for the parish of Padding- 
ton), the vestry were authorized to order and direct any alteration they 
should think fit, to be made by the owners or occupiers of any public-house, 
in the form and situation of any urinal “ placed in front of any public-house 
within the parish, abutting upon any of the streets and places thereof.” 
The Queen’s Hotel abutted upon James-street on the north, and upon the 
east upon an open public passage and roadway. There was no entrance 
to the public-house from this passage, the front door being on the north 
side of the house. The urinal in question was situated in the outside wall 
of the east side of the house, abutting upon the passage and roadway, 
and had an open dour flush with the flank wall of the hotel, but had no 
internal communication with the house. The magistrate held that the 
urinal was placed in front of the public-house, and was ina place upon 
which the public-house abutted within the meaning of section 73 of the 
Act, and that the notice of the vestry requiring the appellant to alter the 
urinal, according to a plan prepared by the vestry, was within the power 
and jurisdiction of the vestry. The magistrate inflicted a nominal penalty 
upon the appellant, who appealed. 
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Tuz Court (Lord Coterrpcr, C.J., and A. L. Ssrrn, J.) allowed the 


appeal. 

PPord Corertpce, C.J., said: This section gives great powers to the 
vestry, but when the conditions precedent have been fulfilled, these powers 
seem very reasonable. The condition precedent that must exist before 
the vestry can act is, that the urinal should be placed in front of the 
public-house and abutting on the street. This urinal is really a portion of 
the house. It is within the four walls of the house, and does not project 
beyond them. It is only accessible from the outside, but is just as much 
apart of the house ‘as the bar is; it has not been placed in front of the 
house. The condition precedent has not been fulfiled, and the decision of 
the magistrate was wrong. 

A. L. Surru, J., concurred. Appeal allowed.-—Counset, Poland, Q.C., 
and Bodkin ; Philbrick, Q.C., and Julian Robins. Soricrrors, J. E. Lickfold ; 
J. 7. Hortin. 

[Reported by F. O, Rostyson, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re WO00D—Kekewich, J., 11th December. 
Sottctrorn—Taxation—Bitt ov Cosrs—Wrirupaawat or First Brr— 

Detivery or Amexpep Bitt—Practrice—Srectan Orper ror Taxa- 

TION. 

A solicitor was retained by the representatives of an executor, who had 
died before proving the will of his testator, to wind up the testator’s 
estate. On the 28th of February, 1891, the solicitor, at his clients’ 
request, delivered to them his bill of costs; he also wrote them that, as 
the matter was not then completed, some items were anticipatory only. 
The clients objected to the amount of the bill, and after some negotiation 
ultimately informed the solicitor that they intended to have the bill taxed. 
On the 30th of July, 1891, the solicitor sent in an amended bill of costs 
with a cheque for the balance of the trust estate in his hands, after de- 
ducting the amount of that bill; and in a letter of the same date he 
referred to this amended bill as his “‘ final bill of costs,’’ and to the former 
bill as his ‘‘ rough estimate.”’ On the 26th of October, 1891, the clients 
obtained a common order for taxation of the bill of the 28th of February, 
1891. The solicitor now moved to discharge that order, on the grounds 
that he did not deliver any bill on the 28th of February, 1891, that he 
delivered on the 30th of July, 1891, a bill which the clients accepted as 
his bill of costs, and that they did not disclose these facts ‘n their petition. 
The clients denied that they had agreed to the withdrawal of the bill of 
the 28th of February, 1891. 

Kexewicu, J., said that the decisionin Re Heather (18 W. R. 1079, L. R. 5 
Ch. 694), as explained in Re Thompson (34 W. R. 412, 30 Ch. D. 441), was 
directly against the applicant. In the latter case Cotton, L.J., stated the 
policy of the decisions, which was to prevent a solicitor from withdrawing 
from taxation a bill which had been challenged and substituting for it one 
which would stand taxation. It had been argued that the solicitor by 
sending in a bill with anticipatory items, charges which would be likely to 
be made in the future, did not pledge himself to those charges. The 
answer to that was that those anticipatory charges would not come into 
taxation ; any charges not incurred would be the subject of a future taxa- 
tion; while charges which could be anticipated with certainty could be 
addei by the taxing ma-ter and allowed. As to the costs of the applica- 
tion, the question was whether the clients were right in obtaining a 
common order for taxation. Such an order was apparently obtained in Re 
Heather, but it appeared from the judgments in Re Thompson that that 
order was wrong, since the solicitor was entitled to have the facts as to the 
withdrawal of the first bill and the delivery of the second determined in 
his presence. A special order should have been obtained on the court 
being informed of all the facts of the case. The solicitor, however, had 
distinct notice of the clients’ intention to tax his bill, and he thereupon 
withdrew it ; and in his letter withdrawing it he stated that it was a rough 
estimate. There had never been any suggestion before that it was a 
rough estimate, except as to the anticipatory item:. Tne court could not 
uphold the course the solicitor had taken, and therefore the motion must 
be refused with costs.—Counset, Stallard; Vernon Smith.  Soxtctrors, 
Field, Roscoe, §& Co. ; Peacock & Goddard. 

[Reported by Joux Wiyxrievo, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re H.-——North, J., i6th December. 
TAXaTion—Costs. 

This was an application to discharge an order made in chambers 
refusing an application to tax a bill of costs of H., a solicitor-mort- 
gagee, amounting to £37 6s., in respect of the paying off of a mort- 
gage. The mortgagor, the present applicant, in October, 1890, received 
notice from H., to whom the original mortgage had been transferred, 
to pay off the debt; and in April, 1891, having been threatened that 
unless the money were paid the property would be sold, found some- 
one to agree to take a transfer of the mortgage from H. Certain 
defects were alleged in H’s. title, and the rectifyi such alleged 
defects formed the principal subject of the bill. a. densntel pay- 
ment of £38 14s. as his costs before he would execute the transfer, 
and shewed the applicant a draft of the bill of costs; and the transferee’s 
solicitors paid the amount to him on the applicant’s account; in the 
evening of the same day H. sent the applicant his bill for £37 6s. 
only, returning a sum of £1 83., which been added by an error of 
casting or copying. A summons to tax this bill having been dismissed, 
this was a motion for the order to be discharged. There was some conflict 


against the payment. On behalf of the applicant it was contended that the 
mere fact of H. having of his own accord taken off the £1 8s. was 
in itself sufficient to entitle the applicant to have the bill taxed, and, 
even if it were not, such pressure had been put upon the mortgagor to 
obtain payment of the bill that the matter ought to be reopened. For 
the respondent it was urged that the error of the £1 83. was merely one 
of casting up—a technical, and not a substantial, one —which could not 
be regarded as equivalent to an overcharge; and, that being so, the 
applicant had only the alleged pressure to rely upon, but pressure alone 
did not entitle him to tax, for a man could not com of being pressed 
to pay a bill unless it were pressure to pay more than he ought. 

Nortn, J., said he had no doubt there should be no taxation in this 
case,-and there was no ground for reopening the matter. The evidence 
did not agree as to what took place when the payment was made, but he 
took it that the applicant’s solicitor, who was present, did not make any 
objection, and it was only the applicant himself who did. It was true 
there was an error, but it was only an error of casting up, and, in his 
opinion, that did not give any right to tax; and his attention had not 
been called to any item that was wrong. The order made on the sum- 
mons was right, and the present motion must be dismissed, with costs.— 
CounseL, Oswald; H. Wace. 

Reported by Antuvr Lawrence, Barrister-at-Law._ 











LAW SOCIETIES, 
ST. HELENS AND DISTRICT LAW SOCIETY. 

Mr. Thomas Brewis, president of the St. Helens and District Law 
Society, entertained the members and honorary members of that society to 
dinner on the 4th inst. at the Town Hall, St. Helens. Among the guests 
were his Worship the Mayor (Councillor F. R. D. Nuttall), the deputy- 
Mayor (Councillor Edward Johnson), Mr. H. Seton-Karr, M.P., Mr. W. 
R. Kennedy, Q.C., Mr. W. F. Taylor, Mr. Registrar Tyrer, Messrs. 
Robert Cook, James Cook, H. L. Riley, J. O. Swift, James Malkin, Geo. 
Davison, J. W. Green, W. J. Jeeves, S. O. Samuels, H. S. Oppenheim, 
Bertram Brewis, Joseph Massey, G. T. Lee and Ben H. Lomax. A very 
pleasant evening was spent, and the following toasts were honoured : 
‘*The Queen,”’ ‘‘The Houses of Parliament,’’ ‘‘The St. Helens and 
District Law Society,’ ‘* The Magistrates,” ‘‘The Bench and Bar,’ and 
‘*The Mayor and Corporation of St. Helens,’’ and the toast of the pre- 
sident was received with musical honours. 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Honors Examryation. 

November, 1891. 
At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the roll 
of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the examination committee recom- 
mended the following gentlemen a3 being entitled to honorary distinc- 
tion :— 7 
First Cass. 

William Charles Vallance, who served his clerkship with Mr. Francis 
Robert Jeffery and Mr. John Wallis Roberts, of Ottery St. Mary ; and 
with Messrs. Braikenridge, of London. g 

Ssconp Crass. 
[In Alphabetical oory 

John William Barton, who served his clerkship with Mr. John 
Millington Simpson, of Boston ; and with Messrs. Collyer-Bristow, Russell, 
& Hill, of London. 

William Kenshole, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry Piper 
Linton, of the firm of Messrs. Linton & Kenshole, of Cardiff. 

Cyril Herbert Kirby, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles 
Bampfylde Daniell, of the firm of Messrs Salmon, Daniell, & Major, of 
Ulverston ; and with Messrs. Thompson & Light, of London. 

John Alfred Risque, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edwyn Holt, of 
Manchester. 

Walter Henry Sturges, who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
Maurice Williams, of Leicester. . 

Tump Cass. 
{In Alphabetical Order. ] 

Harold Pope Addleshaw, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Addleshaw 
& Warburton, of Manchester. 

Lennox Johu Beardall, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles 
Everett, of London. 

Warwick Vernon Bradley, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles 
Gervaise Boxall, of London. 

Harry Bray, who served his clerkship with Mr. Richard Thomas Gratton, 
of Chesterfield. 

John Henry Cockburn, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry Walter 
Badger, of the firm of Messrs. Leeman, Wilkinson, & Badger, of York. — 
Esmonde Henry Augustine Kenrick Dowse, who served his clerkship 
with Mr. Henry Archibald Dowse ; and with Mr. William Stewart Forster, 
of the firm of Frere, Forster, & Co., of London. : 

William Dunn, M.A., LL.B., who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Parker, Garrett, & Parker, of 





of evidence as to whether or not the applicant had protested at the time 





London. 
Edward Evans, whe served his clerkship with Mr. Marmaduke Tennant, 
of the firm of Messrs. Tennant & Jones, of Aberavon. 
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William Henry Gordon, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. Alfred 
Bright, of the firm of Messrs. Bateson, Bright, & Warr; and with Mr. 
Au Frederic Warr, of the firm of Messrs. Bateson, Warr & Bateson, 
of Live 1. 

Charles Villiers Johnson, who served his clerkship with Mr. Herbert 
Henchman Cole, of Norwich; and with Messrs. Sharpe & Co., of London. 

Francis Thomas Jones, B.A., who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Hughes, Masterman, & Rew, of Loudon. 

Frederick Charles Lloyd, who served his clerkship with Mr. Joseph 
Larke Wheatley, of Cardiff. 

Charles Duncan Murton, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Thomas Markby, of London. 

Douglas Robert Crawfurth Smith, who served hisclerkship with Mr. 
Joseph Edward Turner, of London. 

Lewis Stroud, M.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. William Flux, 
of London. 

John Barlow Thistlethwaite, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. 
William Eaton, of the firm of Messrs. Eaton, Sons, & Co., of Manchester. 

Herbert Edwin Wright, B.A., LL.B., who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Hume Chancellor Pinsent, of the firm of Messrs. Smith, Pinsent, & Co., 
of Birmingham ; and with Messrs. Radford & Franklyn, of London. 

The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have accordingly given 
class certificates and awarded the following prizes of books :— 

To Mr. Vallance—Prize of the Honourable Society of Clement’s-inn— 
value 10 guineas; the Daniel Reardon Prize—value about 25 guineas ; 
and the John Mackrell Prize—value about £12 10s. 

The council have given class certificates to the candidates in the second 
and third classes. 

Ninety candidates gave notice for the examination. 








LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Desatrxc Soctety.—December 8—Mr. Crawford in the 
chair.—The subject for discussion, ‘‘ That the case of Low v. Bouverie (1891, 
3 Ch. 82) was wrongly decided,’’ was opened by Mr. Watson, followed by 
Mr. Levi; Mr. E. W. Munton, followed by Mr. Arnold, opposed. The 
debate having been declared open, the following gentlemen spoke :—In 
the affirmative : Messrs. Harry Watkins, Brownjohn, Pettitt, and Simon. 
In the negative : Messrs. Baldwin, Pattinson, Stevens, Pritchard, Chilcott, 
and Douglas. Mr. Watson replied. The chairman summed up, and on 
the motion being put to the meeting it was lost by a majority of seven. 


NEW ORDERS, &c. 
CHRISTMAS VACATION. 

There will be no sitting in court during the Christmas vacation. During 
the Christmas vacation all the applications which may require to be 
immediately or promptly heard are to be made until December 31 to 
Mr. Justice Collins, and afterwards to Mr. Justice Jeune. 
Collins will act as Vacation Judge from Tuesday, December 22, to 
Thursday, December 31, both days inclusive. His lordship will sit in 
Queen’s Bench Judges’ Chambers on Wednesday, December 23, and 
Thursday, December 31. (On other days within the above period applica- 
ticns in urgent chancery matters may be made to his lordship at 3, Bram- 
ham- , Earl’s-court,S.W. Mr. Justice Jeune will act as vacation 
judge from Friday, January 1, to Saturday, January 9, both days inclusive. 
His lordship will sit in Queen’s Bench Judges’ Chambers on Wednesday, 
January 6, and Thursday, January 7. On other days within the above 
period applications in chancery matters may be made to his lordship at 

i -manor, Newbury. In any case of great urgency the brief of 
counsel may be sent to the judge by book-post, or parcel prepaid, accom- 
panied by office copies of the affidavits in support of the application, and 
also by a minute, on a separate sheet of paper, signed by counsel, of the 
order he may consider the applicant entitled to, and aleo an envelope 

ble of receiving the papers, and addressed as follows :—‘‘ Chancery 
Official Letter. To the Registrar in Vacation, Chancery Registrar’s 
Chambers, Royal Courts of Justice, London, W.C.’’ On applications for 
injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of the writ and a certificate of 
writ issued must also be sent. The papers sent to the judge will be 
returned to the registrar. The chambers of Mr. Justice Kekewich will be 
es for vacation business only from 11 ta 2 on Thursday, December 24; 
uesday, December 29; Wednesday, December 0; Thursday, December 


31; Friday, January 1; Tuesday, January 5; and Wednesday, January 6. 





LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Heuser Beex Crevxe, solicitor (of the firm of Creeke & Son), of 
, has been appointed a Notary for Burnley and a district of ten 
miles Mr. Crecke was admitted a wlicitor in January, 1890. 


Mr. Axruce Snanoon, B.A., barrister, has been appointed Master of 
eme Court and Registrar-General at Sierra Leone. Mr. Sharood 


the 
was to the bar in 1451. 


The Council of Legal VAucation has appointed the following gentlemen 
members of the board of examiners under the new scheme of education : 
Mr. Hugh Fraser, Mr. U.S. Medd, Mr. Thomas Brett, Mr. A. Y. Carter. 





Mr Justice | 








INFORMATION WANTED. 


Hawkswortn James Asusournez, Derbyshire.—Information is Required 
of the Person or Firm who Paid Interest to the late Mrs, Emma Green, 
Sheffield, under settlement or deed of gift of 1844, on behalf of her eldest 
daughter, from 1856 to 1882 or later.—Address Mr. D. E. Chandler, 45, 
Finsbury-pavement, London. 





GENERAL. 


It is stated that Mr. Justice Stirling has now recovered from his recent 
illness, and was to leave town for the country on Thursday. 


The death is announced of Mr. Joseph Dodds, ex-M.P. for Stockton- 
on-Tees. He was elected for the borough in 1868, and sat till 1888, when 
he resigned, under circumstances which will be well remembered. 


Mr. Justice Kekewich has announced that his last sitting in court will be 
on Saturday, December 19. His lordship will sit in chambers on Monday, 
December 21, and will take motions in court on Monday, January 11, 
1892, the first day of the Hilary Sittings. 

The Daily Telegraph says that at Bridgend County Court on Wednesday 
Judge Williams had to hear an action in which £50 was claimed as com- 
pensation for damages caused by careless driving. The evidence of one 
important witness had still to be heard when the hour arrived for the 
judge to leave by train, and it being deemed desirable to finish the case 
without adjourning it to a future date, his honour, with the legal advocates 
and the remaining witness, travelled together to Llantrissant, the witness 
giving his evidence in the railway carriage en route. On reaching Llan- 
trissant Judge Williams gave his decision in the station-master’s office, 
finding for the plaintiff. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or ReaistRars iN ATTENDANCE ON 





Date Appeat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
r No. 2. Cuitrty. Norra. 
Monday, Dec. ..........+00+0+: 21. Mr. Carrington Mr. Pugh Mr. Ward 
Tuesday .... soe Lavie Beal Pemberton 
5 Carrington Pugh Ward 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
STIRLING. KEKEWICH. Romer. 
Mr. Jackson Mr. Godfrey Mr. Rolt 
Clowes Leach Farmer 
Jackson Godfrey Rolt 


The Christmas Vacation will commence on Thursday, the 24th day of December, 1891, 
and terminate on Wednesday, the 6th day of January, 1892, both days inclusive. 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
| London Gazette.—Fripay, Dec. 11. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luwitep 1x CHANCERY. 

Axoeio-CoLoniaL Synpicate, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 10, directed 
to be heard before Stirling, J.,on Dec 19. Chinery & Co, Brabant ct, solors for petner. 
—— of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon 
oO ¢ 18 

Crystau Reer Gotp Mixine Co, Linrrev—Petn for ytnling up, presented Dec 9, directed 
to be heard before North, J.,on Dec 19. Chinery & Co, Brabant ct, solors for petner. 
—— of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon 
of Dec 18 

Go.p Minise Association, Linirep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 10, directed to 

heard on Dec 19. Heiron, Lombard st, solor for petners. Notice of appearing must 
reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Dec 18 

J.M. Repuaw & Co, Lim:rep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 5, directed to be heard 
on Dec 19. Lowless & Co, Martin’s lane, solors foo petners. Notice of appearing must 
reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Dec 18 

Kaiser Lacer Beer Brewery Co, Linirep—Creditors in the United Kingdom are re- 
que, on or before Jan 11, and those residing in Germany and elsewhere on or before 
Jan 29, to send by post their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Henry Spain, 76, Coleman st 

Lowpow Axp West ov Exoianp Trust anp Investment Corporation, Limitep—Petn for 
winding up, presented Dec 8, directed to be heard on Saturday, Dec 19. Reader & Co, 
Ely place, Holborn, agents for Johnstone, Bristol, solor for petners. Notice of appear- 
ing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Dec 18 

Loxpos Patina axp PussisuisG Attiance, Limireo—Petn for winding up, presented 
Dec &, directed to be heard before Stirling, J., on Dec 19, Capel-Cure & Ball, Fenchurch 
st, solors for petning co. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 
6 o'clock in the afternoon of Dec 16 

Merars Suertina Wonks, Liniren— Petn for winding up, presented Dec 10, directed to be 
heard before Kekewich, J., on Dec 19. Cuddon & Co, Fleet st, solors for petner. 
" — of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon 
of Dec 18 








Unuimirep ix Cnanceny. 
Binwisouam Compressed Ain Power Co—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 8, directed 
to be considered before Kekewich, J., on Dec 19. ebb & Go, Queen Victoria st, solors 
| for petners, Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock in 
| the afternoon of Dec 18 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Warze.oo Sick axp Beatat Society, 91, Great Howard st, Liverpool. Dec 
bet my nae Motuar £20 Live Assurance Sociery, 119, Hawkstone rd, 
Jee 9 


7 
Rotherhithe. 


London Gaxtte,—Touravay, Dee. 15. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limite 1x CHANcEny. 
Broav’s Patent Niout Laour Co, Lanvren—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 4, directed 
| to be heard on Jan 16. Coode & Co, Bedford row, solors for petners. Nutice of appear- 
| _ ing must reach the abovenamed not lvter than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Jan 13 
Kysenam Paven Mitt Co, Laurren-—Petn for winding up, ted Deo 11, directed to be 


heard on Jan 16, Munns & Longden, Old Jewry, solors for petners. Notice of appear- 
ing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Jan 15 
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PassBurG Gagme Synpicarse, Limrrev—Petn for winding up, ean Dee 15, directed | Istep, Witt1a M, Hurstmonceux, Susssex, Farm Bailiff Jan9 Philcox, Burwash 
to be hea: 


Saturday, Jan 16. 
Notice of appearing must (Bos the abovenamed not later thy than 6¢ 60'c 


of Jan 15 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Hore or Furness Usion Daventers or Temrerance Frienpiy Sociery, Temperance 
Hall, Ulverston, Lancaster. Dec 10 
Norrnteacn Co-operative anp InpustriaL Society, Limirep, Northleach, Gloucester. 
Dec 9 


Gush & Co, Finsbury solors for y 
clock in the ‘ternoon 


Wanxninc To INTENDING House Purcuasers & Lessees.—Before purchasing or renting 
a house have the Sani a arrangements thoroughly examined by an expert from Th 
Sanitary Engineering ioe entilation Co., 65, next the Meteorological Office, Victoria-st., 9 
Westminster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c.—[Apvr.] 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cia. 

London Gazette.—Tvurspay, Dec. 1. 


Sravekt, WittiamM, Manchester, Chartered Accountant. Jan 2. 
egistrar, Manchester. Boote & Edgar, Manchester 


London Gazette.—Fnrivay, Dec. 4. 


Renshaw v Stavert, 





Avetsos, Louis, Wood st, Trimming Manufacturer. Jani. Barnett v Stacpoole, North, 
J. Stacpoole, Pinners’ Hall, Old Broad st 

Bavuirr, Jane, Aintree, Lancaster. Jan 4. Steph v Steph Registrar, Liver- 
pool. Wilkinson, Harrington st, Liverpool 

BrARDsworTH, JAMES, Blackburn, Lancaster, Brewer. Dec 31. Beardsworth v Nuttall, 
Registrar, Liv Ll. Yates, Southpo 

Crompey, Wittiam, Swindon, Wilts. te 1. Brown v Dixon, Stirling, J. Kinneir, 


Swindon 
Wartsox, Mary Any, Underhill rd, East Dulwich. Jan 5. 
Birt & Follett, Townhall chmbrs, Southwark 
London Gazette.— 
Curr, James, Thorpe Audlin, York, Farmer. 
field, Pontefract 
Witsox, Ropert, Cuckfield, Sussex, Grocer. 
Waugh, Haywards Heath 


Steel v Follett, Stirling, J. 
Tuesvay, Dee. 8. 
Jan 4. Oxley v Cutt, Chitty, J. Schole- 


Jan 20. Woodhams v Wilson, North, J. 


London Gazette.—Frivay, Dec. 11. 


Karinsxis, Demerrivs Micuar., Lancaster gate, Hyde park, Merchant Jan 20 
inakis v Katinakis, Kekewich, J Markby & Co, Coleman st 

Lewis, Davin Rosert, Dowlais, Glamorgan, Solicitor Jan 12 Lewis v Lewis, Chitty, J 
White, Merthyr Tydfil 

Rayner, Wit1iam, Goldsmiths’ row, Hackney, Leatherseller 
Chitty, J Turner, Leadenhall st 

Watrace, Tuomas Frencu, St James’s st, Wine Merchant Dee 31 
Stirling, J Haynes & Claremont, Pall Mall 


Turspay, Dec. 15. 
Jan 19 Iweedale v Field, Registrar, Manchester 


Kat- 


Jan 7 Burdge v Rayner, 


Wallace v Wallace, 


London Gazette. 
Fixtyp, WittraM, Rochdale, Currier 
Standring & Co, Rochdale 
Issanp, Tuomas Epw arp, Pentre, Aberhafesp, Montgomery, 
Humphreys, North, J Quayle, Norfolk st, Strand 
Veriry, Tuomas, Jermyn st, Regent st, Architect Jan 15 Patrick v Verity, Chitty, J 
Griffith, Golden sq 


Brewer Jan 15 Palmer v 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Tvrspay, Dee. 1. 

Awys, Newton crescent, Leeds Dee 30 Addyman & Kaye, Leeds 
Ayy, Camp lane ct, Leeds Jan10 Dalton, Leeds 
Bwp.ie, Henry, Percival st, Goswell rd Doe 31 Keen & Co, Knightrider st 
Jan 30 Dryland, Reading 
Jan 16 Bridges & Co, Red Lion sq 
CLaruam, Davip, South Skirlaugh, Holderness, Yorks, Gent Dec 19 Park & Son, Hull 
Davey, 


AppyMAy, 


Arriesy, 


Biccs, Journ Grave, Bournemouth, Esq 
Brackes, Wiiwiam, Torquay, Esq 
Rune’, Hyde st, Bloomsbury, Carpenter Jan 11 
Deanman, Revnen, Thorne, Yorks, Gent Jani Kenyon & Son, Thorne, Doncaster 
Dexueimer, CuarLes, Camden rd, of no occupation Jan 15 Selim, Mincing lane 
Dixox, Anruvur, Devonport, Clerk in Holy Orders Desc 31 Rundle & Martyn, Devonport 
Downer, Josurn Hankey, Portman sq, Esq Jan 30 Travis & Co, Throgmorton avenue 
Fitren, Exxesr Wittiam, Birmingham, Jeweller 
Fierr, Mary, Reading Jan 30 Dryland, Reading 
Faremuay, Georae, Cuckney, Notts, retired Schoolmaster Dec 31 Lumb & Bailey, Leeds 
Gaeexnweet, Witi1aM, Job’s Hill House, nr Crook, Durham, Gent Dee 22 Patrick & 


Son, Durham 

Hatt, Emaxvet, Galmpton, Devon, Merchant Dee 31 W & H Smith, Dartmouth 

Haxcocx, Joun Rotre, Colchester, Hard Confectioner Dee 24 Prior, Colchester 
Jan 9 Coole, Horsham 


Hoipey, Win11am, Horsham, Sussex, Wine Merchant 


Dec 30 Jaques & Sons, Birmingham | 





Lermine, Carotine Gavasst, Addison rd, Kensington Jan1i Gray & Co, Staple int 


Me or, Harrier, Leamington Jan 1 Field & Sons, Leamington 

Nevitie, Aceves, Hoghton, Lancs Feb 28 Darley & Sons, Blackburn 

Peet, Resecca, Hampton pl, Bradford Jan 13 Stamford & Metcalfe, Bradford 
Ramsay, Witt1am Feemor, Brighton, Esq Dee 30 Rashleigh & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Ricnarpsox, Wixiiam, Edgbaston, Warwick, Gas Engineer Jan 7 Reece & Ov, Bir- 
Roserts, Ronrur, Shop Newydd, Lilanenddwn, Merioneth, Farmer Jan7 Pybus, Bar- 


mou 
pony Saver bb Pall Mall East, Wine Merchant Jani Hardisty & Co, Gt 
st 


boroug! 
emis 2S , Witu1aM, Liverpool, retired Professor of Music Janii Knowles & Symonds, 


Scort, Witt Am Tuomas, St. Paul’s rd, Sau Chemical Manufacturer Dee 31 
Gerrish & Foster, College Ry ghee 
adsley, Gent Dec 81 Younge & Co, Sheffield 


Sewer, Wituiam, Wi 
S.iarer, Haxsan, Ashton under Lyne Jan 28 Hibbert & Westbrook, Hyde 

Srarkey, Recixatp Diesy, Shanghai, China Jan1 Harwood & Stephenson, Lombard 
Tye, bem Bath Jan 20 Little & Co, Bath 

U.iaruorse, James, Scarborough, Gent Dec 31 Dees & Thompson, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Watt, Sanvet, Wolverhampton, Coal Merchant Jan 14 Riley & Co, Wolverhampton 
Wanknitow, Fraxces, Headcorn, Kent Dec 31 Hughes & Co, Budge row 


Wesser, Henry, Central Poultry Market, West Smithfield, Provision Merchant De: 31 
Powell & Burt, St Swithin’s lane 
Wricurt, Joux, Hedon, Holderness, Yorks, Coal Merchant Dec 19 Park & Son, Hull 


London Gazette.—Fripay, Dee. 4. 
Asti, Ex1z,, Broughton, nr Manchester Jan 16 Chapman & Co, Manchester 
Baker, Josxru, Stoke upon Trent, Butcher Jan4 Stanley & Jackson, Walsall 
Biackmay, Witi14m, Dartford, Kent, Land Surveyor Jan2 Carr & Martin, Gt Tower st 
Burr, Axx, St Albans Jan13 Wheatley & Co, New inn, Strand 
Coes, Frepverick, Tichfield, Hants, Yeoman Jani16 Leigh, Beaminster, Dorset 
Coox, Witt1am, Wye, Kent, Gent Jan6 Furley, Canterbury 
Covrr, Joux, Heywood, Lancs, Cotton Spinner Dec 31 Grundy & Co, Manchester 


Davis, Witt14M, William st, Manchester sq, retired Carman Dec 30 Jas W Davis, ?, 
William st, Manchester sq E 
Desnuay, Revsenx, Thorne, Yorks, Gent Jan1 Keynon & Son, Thorne, via Doncaster 


Desranp, Henry Parxect Moore, Earl’s court sq, Esq Febi Davies, Sherborne lane 
Epuunvs, Joux, Llandegla, Denbigh, Farmer Jan9 Humphreys, Ruthin 


E.uicr +." Micurt, Hickling st, Rotherhithe, Member of H M Royal Body Guard Jan 
1s Foster, Nicholas lane 
Frost, Witt1am, Heage, Derby, Farmer Jan 10 Potter, Derby 


Goap, Freperick, Tottenham Court rd, Gent Jan1 Belfrage & Co, John st, Bedford row 

Hitt, Right Hon Axx, Dowager Viscountess, Hove, Sussex Febi1 Wilde & Co, College 

Horxrysox, Witu1aM, Bradford, Gent Jan 14 Gordon & Co, Bradford 

Hvuremssox, Ricuarp, Gilesgate Moor, Durham, Carter Dec 31 Hargreaves & Joblin, 

Ke ane, Hon Grorce Disyey, C.B., Knutsford, Cheshire, Vice Admiral Jan2 Tathams 
Frederick’s pl, Jewry 

1™L1AM, Newport, Mon, Corn Merchant Jan 26 Williams & Co, Newport, 


ese uant 
Mon 
ae ~~ Witt Porter, West Brighton, Esq Jan 1 Cronin, Southampton st, 


Bloo: 
| McGuire, ae. Blackburn Dec 81 Chippey & Jordan, Manchester 


Mippiemore, James, Selly Oak, Northfield, Wores, Gent Feb1 Horton & Co, Birm- 
ingham 
Morrey, Exizaseru, Birkenhead Feb1 Alcock, Burslem 


| Mortey, Tuomas, Widcombe, Bath, Esq Jan 16 Abbot & Co, Bristol 


| Ovvrretv, Eowarp Cotyerr, Harthill, Yorks, Clerk in Holy Orders Jan 15 Young & 
Co, Essex st, Strand 
Pre aTONT, YB ancue, Albien rd, Holloway rd, Laundry Proprietress Dec 31 Cue, Hamsell 
Cc 


Bolton & Mote, Gray’s inn sq | 





Pre aay, het sen, Nottingham, Innkeeper Jan 7 White, Mansfield 
Piyyry, Evizasgeru Jans, Weston super Mare Jan9 Poole, South Petherton, Somerset 


Powisrt, Harry Grorun, Raby — Durham, Duke of Cleveland, K.G. Jan 30 
Jennings & Finch, Gray’s inn « 
Pronerr, Ertes, Newport, Mon Dee em Lioyd & Pratt, Newport, Mon 


Qutx, Tuomas, Weaverthorpe, Yorks, Stationmaster Feb1 Cobb, York 

Rovers, Samvust, Leicester, Coal Agent Jan7 J & 8 Harris, Leicester 

Swarr, Cuances Warreneap, Margate, Gent Dee 21 Boys, Margate 

Sracsy, Ayy, Southampton Jan7 Hickman & Son, Southampton 

Wencn, Witttam Davis, Portsmouth Jan 1 Large, South sq, Gray's inn 

Wetssy, Jaues Harpy, Southport, Solicitor Jan 9 Welsby & Smallshaw, Southport 
Witxtysox, Groras, Manchester, Gent Jan 10 Farrar & Oo, Manchester 

Woop, Joux Ricnarp, Finsbury cireus, Solicitor Jan 1 Wood, Woodbridge 


Woorr, Freprrick Apoiruvs, Praetoria avenue, Walthapstow, Licensed Victualler Jan 
1) Cartwright & Cunningham, Paternoster sq 





Horr, Witi1AmM Rosinsox, Cheetham Hill, Manchester, Glass Merchant Dec 31 Sutton 
& Co, Manchester 
Hvucues, James, Crewe, Engine Driver Jan1 Hill, Crewe 
, reo 
BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. | Buankusy, Cron, Brxdasmtix, Stafford, 


Pet Nov 24 Ord Dee 8 


Frivay, Dee. 11, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. Pet Deo 7 


Avornsos, Tuomas Nafior, Baildon Wood Bottom, Otle yy haw 
Yorks, Draper Bradford — Deo 7 Ord Dev 7 | a 
Auexanpen, Loum Cuan.es, {get “Tr Putney, Carrenrer, THrowas, Biarmi 
Gent High Court Pet Aug f Ord Nov 2 ham Pet 
Axurnen, Antnony, Middlesborough os ae Victualler | 
Middlesboro h’ Pet Doc? Ord Deo 
mr, Ronen omens ee Botanio ‘Boor Manufac- 
turer Middlesb borough Tet Deo? Ond Dee 
truei., BHryny, landrindod, Radnorehire, Builder | 
jovi? Ord Deo 0 


London Gazette, 


Ord Dec 


| De um AN 5° 





Newtown Pet N 





Nov2? Onl 
Cours, Louis Davin, late Ald 
driesman High a We ae 2 Onl 


| Bopy, Jony, Frith nd, + piommemes Builder 


| Braunno, Lewis Win sam, Birmingham, Grocer 
Pet Deo 8 Gri Dee 8 


ham, Brassfounder Birming™ 
9 


ater Wor’ ies 0 Ord Den 
me. OWAY, Woene'C Cuartrs, late Gresham st, Soliciler Jowxsen. Davin ‘ 
High Court Pot Doo® Ord Dec 7 Ont Dee 8 


Grocer Statford Grom, » Sons, B Banbury, Oxon, Fishmonger Ranbury Pet 
kos C 


Me ng Cuanues, New Windsor, Refreshment House 
Keeper Windsor Pet Dee? Det 
<3 = we ptm Provision Merchant Preston 


Guest, Wrioam, Conisboroagh, Yorks, Ooal Dealer 
Sheffield Pet Dees Ond Dee S 


Howvrr, Heavy Groner, of Hotwells, ha) + 
meet w Wore ines West 
UMPHRTS, _ ‘ores, 
Rromwich STS — 
s 


High Court 
Hirming- 


» at, Druggists’ Sun- 


ke Regis, Dorset, Builder's | 


m " 
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See eae ee, Goome Swansea Pet Dec 8 Ord 
Krxe, Josern, late of Little Ki 
Horsham, Builder Pet Now 


Brighto 
Krrcnex, Heyry, Newlyn Paul, 
Pet 9 Dee 9 
Kyicut, Arruvr E, late Oxford mns, Oxford st High 
Court Pet Dee 9 


Nov 19 


Lyons, Sotomoy, Borough, London Bridge, Tailor High 
Court Pet Dec7 Ord Dec7 

Manrsuatt, James, Liverpool, Grocer Liverpool Pet Nov 
26 Ord Dec 9 


Neruery, Wits, Liv Provision Dealer Liver- 


Nov10 Ord 


Noitixe, Wituiam, Old Cavendish st, Boarding House 
Court Pet Dec 7 ‘Ord Dee 7 


Oaxes, Watter Witiiam, Ra 
J Dewsbury Pet 


oO G W: on - One Des 8 Cant 
weEN, Georce Wittiam, Ramsgate, Greengrocer Canter- 
Pet Dec7 Ord Dec7 


Pa.wer, Taomas Henry, Bromsgrove, Butcher Worcester 

P. ye OW tenons Tonpandy, Gl Ph h 
ARFITT, FRANK aTson, Tom yA jam, otographer 
Pontypridd 


et Dec 9 Ord Dec 


Parersox, Freperick, Pn gee vd, Hornsey, Clerk in 
Savings Bank,G PO High Court Pet Oct 24 


Dec 9 

Perxiss, Ropert WituiaM, Nottingham, Printer Notting- 
ham Pet Dec9 Ord Dec9 

Pore, ey Dorchester, Publican Dorchester 
7 7 

Rosgrts, Joux, Waenfawr, Lianbeblig, 


Pet Dec 7 


SHackLock, Fraxcis, Nottingham, ‘Insurance hein Not- 
Pet Dee 9 


Dec 9 


Simoxs, Waiter Hewry, Braintree, Essex, Photographer 
Chelmsford Pet DeeS Ord Dec 8 

Sixyarp, Wir, om: Yorks, Shipsmith Wakefield 
Pet Dee 7 

Surs, Locr, Scarborouzh, Widow Scarborough Pet Oct 
29 Ord Dec 7 

Sorer, Jonn Brow xe, Bridgwater, 

8 Ord Decs 


SouTHGATE, oe AsuBEE, Sheerness, 
et 


Spencer, Samvet, 
Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 4 


Dec 8 Ord Dec 


Tuomas, James, and Lovrs Hicusr, Leicester, 
Leicester 
Vansirrart, Cuares G, Tenterfield, We est Worthing, Gent 


Pet Nov 25 Ord Dec 


Warsos, Jaues Hexry, ana Staffs, Brassfounder 
Birmingham Pet Dee7 Ord Dec7 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


AkEnorp, som. and Parker Mirc HELL, omie Ghyll, 
save, orks, Sager 


row, Bradf 


, a , 
Acock, Josern Gronrce, Rylett crsnt, Sh 
Builder Dec 22 at 1 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
ALDERSUS, eens Narior, "Baildon Wood Bottom, Otley, 
31, Manor row, Brad- 


Dec Zlat 3 Off Rec, 
fe 


Besxerrt, waa Sreexpare, Birmingham, Photographer 
Dee 21 at 11 25, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Burros, Eowcro, Gormell rd, Grocer Dee 22 at 2.30 


in’s inn 


Boxp, Tuomas Otpmay, Holme next the Sea, Norfolk, 
Farmer Dec 18 at 10.30 Court house, King’s Lynn 

Bowrer, a Kidderminster, Grocer Dee 18 at 2.15 
Roden & Dawes, solicitors, Kidderminster 


Carte, oo Market Lavin 
21 at 


12.30 Off Rec, Bank c bre, Bristol 


CMAMNBERLAIS, Fuonas, Lowestoft, Hai 
12 Off 


8, King st, Norwich 
Cnet Auszert Leoxazp, Bristol, Toy Dealer Dec 21 at 1 


Bank chmbrs, ~~ 


Cooxe, Cuazizs, Southend, Essex, Carpenter 
Off Rec, %, Temple chmbrs, Ter: uple avenue | 

Cresco, Marzcaxnet, and James Parkinson, Preston, Tripe | 
Manufacturer~ >| Gu gi Att, Cuances, New Windsor, an house 


Dec 18 at 3 


Preston 
Desuax, Rovert, Weetham, Wyke 
Builder's Labourer Dec 22 at 12.45 Ante es Hotel 


chester 
—— ao & Averer, Colchester, Upholsterer Dec 1% at 
Great Eastern Hotel, Liverpool st 
a, Wirwsan, Lozells, Birmingham, Retail Grocer | 
Dee 22 at 2.0 25, Colmore row, Birmingh: 
Fornersits, Bosexr, Knayton, nur Thirsk, Yorks. 
Farmer Dec 2i atiz Court house, Northallerton 
Grrrozs, Jouxs Eowarp, by 5 may hate Licensed 
Victualler Jan5ati12 Off Rec’s Office 


ton 
Gares, Eowanv, Ciethill, nr Tenbury, Wores, pried Manu- 
facturer Dec 18 at 2 Roden & 


Gurrswoon, Janure, Hebden Bridge, Yorks, Joiner 
at245 Exchange Hotel, Nicholas «t, Burnley | 
Grourtt, Joux, Walsoken, Norfolk, Labourer Dec 14 at 
19.15 Court house, King’s I ynn 
Hanmxc, Sances. Jenvis, Market Drayton, Salop, Chemist 
Dee i# at 11 Hoyal Hotel, Crewe 
Hrwsos, Bessanuis, Kingston upon Hull, 
Dec 19 at 11 Off Ree, Trinity House lane, Hull 
Hororn, Hesxy Guin, late of Hotwells, ¢ Tifton, Bristol, 
Journeyman Baker Dee 21 at 1.15 
Bristol 
Hours, Joux, Mothvey, Carmarthenshire, Innkeeper Dec | 


WY atizm@ Off Rer., 11, Quay xt, ¢ ‘armarthen 
Daven, 1 , Tailor 





Ker, A, Yriar lane, Leicester 


Kerr, Wissen, Hardinia ot, Lincoln's inn field«, Letter- 
Dec 19 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Portu- 


pres Printer 
ae at, Lincoln's inn fields 


Kisser “Astnox ¥, Reading, Watch Maker 
Of , %, Temple chialrx, Temple avenuc 
Larswnsr, Bances J, Norwir hr, Gun Maker 


t, 8, King #t, Norwich 














Larusury, CHARLES Jouy, Dunstable, Beds, Medical Prac- 
titioner June 20 at 11.50 Midland Hotel, Station st, 
Burton on Trent 

g. | Live, G a poge Dee 18 at 11 Off Rec, St. Paul’s 


sq, 0) 

Lystox, Epuunp, Brighton, Baker Dec 22at12 Off Rec, 
4, Pavilion bl righton 

McBaty, Georce, } Yewcastle on Tyne, Deeger Dec 21 at 
11.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, Neweas'le on Tyne 

Oakes, Water Witt, Ravensthorpe, Mirfield, Yorks, 
Joiner Dec 18 at 3. Off Rec, Bank chbrs, Batley 

Ormerop, Joyas, Higham, nr Burnley, Stonemason {ee 21 
at 2.15 Exchaoge Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 

Pore, Josern, Dorehester, Publican Dec 22 at 12.15 
Antelope Hotel, Dorchester 

Quieter, JAMEs, Gateshead, Innkeeper Dec 2lat12 Off 
Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 

Rupmay, Saucer, Staverton, Trowbridge, Farmer Dec 21 
ati12 Off Rec, Bank chbrs, Bristol 

Surivert, Witiiam, Castle st, Endell st, Long Acre. Art 
Metal Worker Dec 22 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Suirs, Naruanie., West Harlsey, Yorks, Farmer Dec 21 
at 12.30 Henrici’s Hotel, Northallerton 

Sotomoy, H, Fleet st, Advertising Agent Dec 22 at11 33, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Srexcer, Samve., Burnaston, Derby: shire, Innkeeper Dec 
18 at 11.30 Off Rec, St James’s chbrs, y 

Stevens, Georce Ricuarp, Old Bethnal Green rd, Chair 
Manufacturer Dee 22 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
inn 

Sovrncate, Tuomas Asnpez, Sheerness, Kent, Baker 
Dec 21 at 12 Off Rec, h st, Rochester 


Swaws, Grorce, Abingdon , Kensington, Gas Engineer 


Dec 21 at 11 33, Carey st, ‘Lincoln’s i inn 

Tuomas, James, and Louis. He rst, Leicester, Paint rs 
Dec 22 at 11. ’30 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

Toouts, Patrick James, and Dastet LawReNce Toone, 
Carmarthen, China Dealers Dec 19 at11 Off Rec, 11, 
Quay st, Carmarthen 

Visert, GERTRUDE Axx, Bournemouth, Dressmaker Dec 
18 at 12.30 Off Ree, Salisbury 

Warsox, James Henry, Handsworth, Staffs, formerly 
Brassfounder Dec 22 at 11 25, Colmore row, Bir- 
mingham 

Wootracotrt, Taouas, Oldham, Provision Dealer Dec 18 
at10 Off Rec, Priory chmbrs, Union st, Oldham 


The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette, Dec 8 

Dutuort, Henry Cavser, Brill, Bucks, Clerk in Holy 
Orders Dec l5at12 1, 8t Aldates, Oxford 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Axeroyp, Jouyx, and Parker Mircue rt, Middle Ghyll, 
Menston, Yorks, Woolstaplers Bradford Pet Dec 3 
Ord Dec 4 

A.persoxs, Tuomas Nayior, Baildon Wood B. ttom, Otley, 
Yorks, Draper Bradford Pet Dee 5 Ord Doc7 

A.utsoy, Wiiuiam, Fleet st, Journalist High Court Pet 
Aug 11 Ord Dec7 

ANGERER, ANTHONY, Middlesborough, Licensed Victualler 
Middlesborough Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 

Best, Rosert, Middlesborough, Botanic Beer Manufacturer 
Middlesborough Pet Dec7 Ord Dec7 

Boxp, Tuomas Otpmax, Holme next the Sea, Norfolk, 
Publican King’s Lynn Pet Nov 19 Ord Dec5 

Beatt, Hexry Jous, Warrington, Cireus Manager Wol- 
verhampton Pet Nov 30 Ord Dec 7 

Coiiiss, ALBert Leoyxarv, Bristol, Toy Dealer Bristol 
Pet Dec1 Ord Dec 8 

Coxway, Rosert, Mansfield, Notts, Brush Manufacturer 
Nottingham Pet Nov 13 Ord Dec 5 

Datsty, Joux Wortrers Pei., Newsrk on Trent, Brewer's 
Clerk St Albans Pet Nov # Ord Dec 9 

Eowarvs, Georce Hircuex, Newcastle under Lyme, 
Furniture Dealer Hanley, Burslem,and Tunstall Pet 
Nov6 Ord Dec7 

Ex.uiorr, Joux Epwix, Sheftield, Plumber Shefticld Pet 
Oct 6 Ord Dec 8 


Rewer Windsor Pet Deez Ord Dec 

Geay, Witttam, Wath on Dearne, nr Rotherham, Soap 
Boiler Sheffield Pet Sept 14 Ord Dec § 

Guaysox, Georct, Blackpool, Provision Merc hant Preston 
Pet Dec 9 Ord Dec 9 


| Gueeswoouv, James, Hebden Bridge, Yorks, Joiner Burn- 


ley Pet Nov12 Ord Dec9 

Geest, Witttam, Conisborough, Yorks, Coal Dealer 
Sheffield Pet Dec8 Ord Dec # 

Humeunis, Cuarces, Warley, Worcs, Cowkeeper West 
Bromwich Pet Dec7 Ord Dec7 

Jouxsos, Daviv, Leicester, Tailor Leicester Pet Dec 8 
Ord Dec 8 

Kay, Janes, Swansea, Grocer Swansea Pet DecS Ord 

28 


Jee 

Kitcuex, Hexry, Newlyn Paul, Cornwall, Fisherman 
Truro Pet Dec9 Ord Dec’ 

Levis, Jutivs, Hanley, Sponge Merchant Hanley Pet 
Augil Ord Dec7 

Livpect, GH, Bedford Bedford Pet Oct 12 Ord Dee 9 

Lomax, Wittsam Eoxuusp, Bolton, Bicycle Agent Bolton 
Pet Nov 11 Ord Dec7 


| 
Mitixs, Antuce Atsenr, Fenchurch st, Paint Manufac- | 


turer High Court Pet Novi9 Ord Dec 


| Museny, Wittsam, Liverpool, Outfitter Liverpool Pet 


Nov9 Ord Dec7 


| Noveixe, Witsstam, Old Cavendish st, Boarding house 


Keeper High Court Pet Dec7 Ord Dee 9 

Pataen, Thonas Hesny, Bromegrove, Butcher Worcester 
Pet Dec#® Ord Dee # 

Ornus, Warten Witsiam, Ravensthorpe, Mirtield, Yorks, 
Jomer Dewsbury Pet Decs Ord Dee 8 

Peuxins, Rosent Wittiam, Nottingham, Printer Notting- 
ham Vet Deco Ord Deco 

Pore, Jownrn, Dorchester, Publican Dorchester Pet Dec 
7 Ord Dec7 

Rar, Fase Dusatveor Rasy, Kellett rd, Brixton, Spinster 
High Court Pet Nov 11 Ord Dec7 





Roserts, Jouy, Wisaioms, Llanbeblig, Lornarvensiiay 
ualTyman J Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 

SHackiock, Francis, anges, | Insurance , Ee Not. 
tingham Pet Dec y 

Sivyarp, Witiiam, Goole, Yorks, Shipsmith Waketield 
Pet Dec7 Ord'Dec7 

Smiru, bet te Trowbridge, Wilts, Builder Bath Pet 
Nov il Ord Dec7 P 

Soper, f =i Browne, Bridgwater, Grocer Bridgwater 
Pet Dee 8 Ord Dec 8 

SournGate, Tuomas Asusez, Sheerness, Baker Rochester 
Pet Dec8 Ord Dec 8 

Srexcer, Samurt, Burnaston, Derbyshire, Innkeeper 
Derby Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 4 y 

Swany, ee Abingdon rd, Kensington, sas Engineer 
High Court Pet Nov 30 Ord Dec7 

Tuomas, James, and Louis Hurst, Leicester, Painters 
Leicester Pet Dec8 Ord Dec 8 

Wary, Evcar, and 8. Woop, Hanley Hanley Pet Oct 7 
Ord Dee 7 

Watson, James Henry, Handsworth, Staffs, Brassfounder 
Birmingham Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 7 

Witcox, JOSEPH, Blackpool, Tailor Preston Vet Nov 1s 
Ord Dec 7 

Wricatr, Aurrep Ricnarp, Strand, Cycle Manufacturer 
High Court Pet Nov2 Ord Dee 3 

Yeomans, WALTER Ricwarp, Astwood Bank, Feckenham, 
Worcs, Commercial Traveller Birmingham Pet Dec 4 
Ord Dee 9 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Sace, Cuartes Frepericxk Witt1am, Beaconstield, Buck- 
inghamshire, Gent Aylesbury Adjud Dec 18, 1890 
Annul Dec 2 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Dee. 15. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Baker, Tuomas, Lewisham, oy of nooccupation Green- 
wich Pet Nov 14 Ord D 

Brook, Jusuva, Morley, Yorks, Pork Butcher Dewsbury 
Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 

Craig, WituiAm, Stoke ie Trent, Coal Merchant Stoke 
upon Trent Pet Decl Ord Dee 11 

Currinc, Narnuanige, Curring, Herne Bay, Kent, Baker 
Canterbury Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 12 

Dzax, Jixks, Manchester, Commercial Traveller Man- 
chester Pet Nov 25 Ord Dec 10 

Evanv, Matruew, Stanningley, Calverley, Yorks, Joiner 
Bradford Pet Dec1l Or ec 11 

Eiwix, Harry, Uxbridge rd, Cheesemonger High Court 
Pet Dec 10 Ord Dee 10 

Euas, WiLu1aM, Cawston, Norfulk, Wheelwright Norwich 
Pet Dec 12 Ord Dee 12 

FavuLkner, Frank, Birmingham, Teacher of Malting Bir- 
mingham Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 12 

Grover, Georce, Pudsey, Yorks, Spice Manufacturer 
Bradford Pet Dec 11 Ord Dec 11 

Geecory, CHarLes NatruayigE_, Newcastle on Tyne, Boot 
Manufacturer Newcastle on Tyne Pet Dec 12 Ord 
Dec 12 

Griuk, Tuomas, Rawtenstall, Lancs, Travelling Draper 
Blackburn Pet Dec12 Ord Dec 12 

Hemmerve, Henry Georce, Lee, Kent, Gent Greenwich 
Pet Nov 20 Ord Dec 11 

Hissirt, Eowarp, Coisterworth, Lincs, Builder Notting- 
ham Pet Dec1l Ord Dec 11 

Hicks, Wittiam Baker, Fen ct, Fenchurch st, Sugar 
Broker High Court Pet Nov 23 Ord Dee 11 

Hopson, ALrrep, Winchester, Innkeeper Winchester Pet 
Dec 10 Ord Dee 10 

Hoiioway, Juuivs, Wednesbury, Builder Walsall Pet 
Dec9 Ord Dec 9 

Hutur, Warrer, Walton, nr Preston, Butcher Preston 
Pet Dec1l Ord Dee 11 

Jameson & Banvys, Jermyn st, Wine Merchants High 
Court Pet July 11 Ord Aug 7 

Jazowsky, Morris Davin, late Queen sy, Aldersgate st, 
Woollen Goods Importer High Court Pet Nov 17 
Ord Dee 11 

Juuxsox, Tuomas, Liverpool, Mantle Maker Liverpool 
Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 10 

Juxes, Owex, Bangor, Carter Bangor Pet Dee 11 Ord 
Dee 11 

Lecoatr, Ci.ement D, Pinner’s ct, Old Broad > Financial 
Agent High Court Pet Oct 22 Ord Dec 

Lewineton, Georsk Ronenrt, Rotherhithe st, Hotherhithe, 
Boatbuilder High Cowt Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 10 

Lewis, Davip Wi.tiam, and Hexry Davin Lewis, South- 
sea, Builders Portsmouth Pet Dec1i Ord Dee 11 

Lussy, Extex, Welshampton, Salop, Licensed Victualler 
Wrexham Pet Decll Ord Dec 12 

Lywxy, Witt1am, Wooburn, Bucks, Corn Merchant Windsor 
Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 10 

Maruer, Evenezer Joseru, Mount View rd, Crouch hill, 








Ksq High Court Pet Nov 25 Ord Dec 12 
Marrenxvace, Tuomas, Teignmouth, Cabinet Maker 
| Exeter Pet Dec11 Ord Dee 11 
| Meacuam, FrepencKx Wiper, Lichfield, Printer Walsall 
| Pet Dec 9 Ord Dec 9 

| Mesuvisa, Witiuiam Sivyey, Gt Grimsby, Fisherman Gt 
| Grimsby Pet Dec12 Ord Dee 12 
| Mowtt, Cuartes Havetoex, Rotherhithe st, Rotherhithe, 
| Coal Merchant High Court Pet Dec 11’ Ord Dec 11 
Ovckespen, Howanp, Eastbourne, Baker Eastbourne Pet 
| Dec 11 Ord Dee 11 
| Pein, Hexny Witsox, Monmouth, Schoolmaster New- 
port, Mon Pet Dec 11 Ord Dee 11 
| Pusey, Franx Henvenr, Slinfold, nr Horsham, Sussex, 
Farmer Brighton Vet Dec 12 Ord Dee 12 
Pike, Be a Andover, Soatamgten, Carpenter Sulisbury 
t Dec 12 Ord Dec 
Riu bran Tuomas, ialip, Northamptonshire, Higgler 
Nort rthampton Pet Dec Ord Dec ¥ 
| Rossrreu, Fraxx Jones, Leeds, Coal Merchant Leeds 
Pet Dec 11 Ord Deo 11 
Scorr, Ronexr, Connaught rd, ~ pry of no occupation 
gh Court Pet Dec 10 Ord Dee 10 
| ann » »- nur, Normantun, Grocer Waketield Pet Dee 
} 4. Ord Dee 11 
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Gout’ Pet Pet Nov 38) Ord Dee a pea High es, Mow Dee 2 at 3.30 at fey ey anole inn OS dor ‘High Court Pet oe | bd Deel Bush, 
e Licensed Victualler 
Ore ibuilior ‘High Court ‘Pet Dec 12, ‘Onl Dec 12,” |. Off Ret, Figtree lane, Sheffield “Wrexham” rae Ord Dec 12 


Tuoursox, W. J. D., Oxford st, Mercantile Gerk High 
Court’ Pet Nov 27 Ord Dec 10 


Ts 10 Henry, oy Coal Dealer Birmingham 


Ord Dec 1 
Wi.uiaMs, anes Puuip, "Treorkey, gr Butcher Pon- 
typridd Pet Dec1l Ord Dec 


WILuiamson, omen. Earl’s Barton, Northamptonshire 
Boot Manufacturer Northampton Pet Dec8 Ord 
Dec 10 


Wa.ustey, Curistorner, Barrow in Furness, Provision 
Dealer Barrowin Furness Pet Dec10 Ord Dec 10 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 
Saanp, F, Westbourne ter High Court Ree Ord Nov 5 
Rese 


Dee 10 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


AuexanDER, Louis Cuaries, Upper ecm ayaa Putney, 
Gent Dec29at12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 

Baer, Jonn, Plymtree, Devon, Miller Dec 28 8 at 3 Off 
Ree, 13, ford circus, Exeter 

BETHELL, Hexny, L Lian dod, Radnorshire, Builder Dec 
23 at 1 Llanidloes 

Back, WILLiaM, ele Notts, Farmer Dec 23 at 2 

lane, 1effield 

BLANKLEY, Orci BENJAMIN, Stafford, Grocer Dec 29 at 
11.30 Off Rec, St Martin’s pl, Stafford 

Boppy, Henry, Watford, Herts, Upholsterer 
Of Rec, 95, Pee E chmbrs, Temple avenue 

Bopy, Joun, Fri Leytonstone, Builder Dec 29 at 11 
33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Brook, JosHua, Morley, Yorks, Pork Butcher Dec 22 at 3 
Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 

Conen, Louts Davin, late Aldersgate st, Druggists’ Sun- 
driesman Dee 23 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal 
st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Doopy, Rosert, West Bromwich, Dairyman Dec 31 at 
10.30 County Court, West Bromwich 

Farrin, Epwarp Hewry, Bernard pl, Eden grove, Hollo- 


Dec 23 at 3 


way, Cattle Dealer Dec 23 at 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Port st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Fraser, WiLi1AM, Broad street avenue, Merchant Dec 23 


at = Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 
fiel 

Gattoway, Witi1Am Cuartes, late Gresham st, Solicitor 
Dec 23 ‘at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s 
inn fields 

GrirritHs, Richarp Epwix, Birmingham, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Janlati1 25, Colmore row, Birmingham 

GuEst, re Conisboroug h, Yorks, Coal Dealer Dec 
23 at 12 Bee, FT inte. Sheffield 

Hayter, By HELEN oburn place, Widow Dec 23 at 
= Bankruptcy dldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 
fe! 

Hopson, ALFrrep, Winchester, Innkeeper Dec 30 at 2.30 

Off , 4, East st, Southampton 
JaRvIs, FREDERICK Jouy, and Francis Jarvis, Folkestone, 


Wine Importers Dec 23 at 11.30 73, Sandgate e rd, 
Folkestone 

Kay, James, Swansea, Grocer Dec 23 at 12 Off Ree, 97, 
Oxfo st, Swansea 


Kniaut, ARTHUR E, late Oxford Mansions, Oxford st Dee 
Watll 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Lyons, So.omon, Borough, London bridge, Tailor Dee 23 
oe ay Bankruptcy bldgs, Portu; st, Lincoln’s inn 

ie 

Marrerrace, Tuomas, Teignmouth, Cabinet Maker Dec 
2% at3 Off Kec, 13, Bedford circ, Exeter 

Noutine, Wituiam, Old Cavendish st, Boarding house 
Keeper Dec 23 at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Owen, George WI.LiaM, Ramsgate, Greengrocer Jan 15 
at10 Off Ree, 5, Castle st, Canterbury 

Pritt, Henry WILs0y, Monmouth, Schoolmaster Dec 24 
at 12 Off Rec in Bankruptcy, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, 
Newport, Mon 

Perkins, Sheer Wi.u1am, Nottingham, Printer Dec 22 
at12 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 

Scuacutet, Evaens, Carter lane, Trimming Manufacturer 
Dec a = 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s 


ison: KLOCK, Francis, Nottingham, Insurance ent Dee 
Bat 3.30 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 

Snort, James Henry, Kingswear, Devon, Builder Dec 22 
atll 10, Atheneum terr, Plymouth 


aa Wixuiam, some, Y orks, Shipsmith Dee 22 at 1! 


e chbrs 
Sorrr, JoHN Browne, Bridgwater, Grocer 
George and Railway Hotel, Victoria st, Bristol 





| 
— | 





ednesford, Staffs, Engineer’s 
22 at 10.30 Off Rec, Newcastle 


~~ Durham, 


Terry, STEPHEN Harpixe, H 
Outside Manager Dec 22 


Tuompsox, Toomas Henry, Bi 
Builder 


22 at 4.30 Durham 
Weston, Watuis, ——— a Dec 23 at11 Off 
Rec, Figtred lano, She Sheffi: 
Woop, Gsoreez, Thanet. — Builder Dee 23 at 4 53, | 
High st, 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Axvcock, Josepx Grorce, Rylett oot I herd’s Bush, 
Builder High Court’ Pet Nov 17 wa Bee 10 
Baker, Jems, Hayate, Devon, Miller "Rasta ° Pot Nov 
20 Ord Dee 11 
Bernett, Henry, Llandrindod, Radnorshire, Builder 
Newtown Pet Nov17 Ord Dec 9 


BLANKLEY, eS rae Stafford, Grocer Stafford Pet | 
‘ov 12 

Boppy, Henry, Watford, Herts, Upholsterer St Albans | 
Pet Nov 23° Ord Dee 

Bopy, Joun, Frith rd, Leytonstone, Builder High Court 
Pet Dec7 Ord Dec il 

Bravunp, . 4 Wituiam, Birmingham, Grocer Birming- 
ham Pet Dec8 Ord Dec 10 


Brook, a aeere Morley, yom. Pork Butcher Dewsbury | 
Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 1 

CiarkeE, Spur.ixe, Ris! Ips- 
wich Pet Nov10 0O; 

Louis te Alde ersgate st, ye 
driesman Court Pet Nov 21 Ord Dec 1 
Comprox, Freperick, and Grorce Harmax, Hasti 

hants Hastings Pet Nov 23 Ord Dec 1 

Craig, Wittiam, Stoke upon Trent, — Merchant Stoke 
upon Trent Pet Deel Ord Dec 1 

Curtixe, Narsanie. Currixe, Ssh Bay, Kent, Baker 
Canterbury Pet Decll Ord 12 

Dean, Jixxs, Manchester, — Traveller 
chester Pet Nov25 Ord Dec 

ELAnb, ee ge \ -"y-oet Yorks, Joiner 
Pet Dee 11 Ord Dee 


es, Eye, Suffolk, Farmer 


Conen, Davin, 
Sun Hig! 


Bradford 


Exwin, Harry, 
Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 10 

Exms, Witt1Am, Cawston, Norfolk, Wheelwright Norwich | 
Pet Dee 12 Ord Dec 12 

Fitmer, Toomas, Nunhead lane, Peckham, Butcher High 
Court Pet Novis Ord Dec 1 

ems a CHARLES, late Govtem st, Solicitor 


e urt Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 

Gress, Joux, Banbury, Oxon, | tll Banbury Pet 
Dec 8 Ord Dee 10 

Gover, Groreer, peer’, Yorks, ee Manufacturer 
Bradford Pet Dec 1 "Ord Dee 1 

Greenwoop, James, Cannon st, Builder High Court 


Pet Nov4 Ord Dec 1 

Grecory, CHARLES oh Newcastle on Tyne, Boot 
= lacturer Newcastle on Tyne Pet Dec 12 Ord 

12 
Graz, Tuomas, Rawtenstall, Lancs, Dei Draper 
kburn Pet Dee 12 Ord Dec I 
Hares, Tuomas Heyry, Goditieen Somerset, Hotel 
r Yeovil Pet Aug4 Ord Dec 3 

Hees uMA Evizasers, and Atrrep Enwarp Yromans, 
Church row, Bethnal green, conening Manufacturers 
High Court Pet Dee5 Ord Dec 1 

Hissitr, Epwarp, Colsterworth, ‘Eines, Builder Notting- 
ham Pet Dee ll Ord Decl 

Hopsox, ALFRED, Winchester, Innkeeper 
Pet Dec 10 Ord Dee 11 

Hower, Tuomas CHARLES, = py! Jane, Lighterman 
High Court Pet Novi4 Ord Dee 

Hutme, Water, Walton, nr donde Butcher 
Pet Dec 11 Ord Dee 11 

a Bangor, Carter Bangor 

Jones, Tuomas Epwarp Bovrys, Birmingham, oes Mer- 
chant Birmi: Pet Nov 14 Ord Dee 

Kiva, JosEPH, late of Ru ick, nr her ng Sussex, 
Builder Brighton Pet Nov 23 Ord Dee 11 

Lapruorneg, Samvuet J, b aan, Gunmaker 
Pet Nov9 Ord Dec 1 

Lewineron, GEorGEe Ae Rotherhithe st, Rotherhithe, 
Boatbuilder High Court’ Pet Dec 10 Ord Dee 10 

Lewis, Rosgert Symes, Croydon, Surrey, Hosier Croydon 

: Nov 38 bi — oan 

.osu, Joserpn, Liverpool, Bricklayer Liverpool Pet Nov 
30 Ord Dee 11 


Winchester 
Preston 


Pet Dee 11 Ord 


Norwich 


as kT. asas. 


.. Baker Brighton Pet Dec 1 
M Ord De 10 pecs Liverpool Pet N 
ARSHALL, J AMES, lov 
26 Ord Dec 12 


Masox, Josern, Darlaston, Staffs, File Manufacturer 
Walsall Pet Nov 21 Ord Dec3 


| Marrerrace, Tuomas, Cabinet Maker Exeter 
Pet Dee 11 Ord Dee 11 
| Manavise Wiis Sipyer, Gt + State, Fisherman Gt 
Grimsby Pet Dec 12 Ord Dee 
| Merges, Hesnr Heighington, Lines Gent Lincoln Pet 
Nov 20 Ord Dee 10 
Moore, Witt1am Henry. Hyde st, 
High Court Pet Oct28 Ord Dee 11 
NerHery, Provision Dealer Liver- 


Wriuias, Li 
Pet 





Man- | 


Uxbridge a Cheesemonger High Court 


Nov 10 Ord 10 
O’CatLacuan, Georce Henry Kexyera, Ludlow, Salop, 
Surgeon Leominster Pet Oct 7 Ord Dee 12 
Parritt, Frank Watson, a poe ly, Glam, 
Pont id Pet Dec 9 Dec 9 
| Pearce, Pavt, a Wiiuam Epwarp Jacxsox, Wolver- 
Iron Plate Workers Wolverhampton Pet 
Nov17 Ord Dee 11 
| Pem.t, Hexry Wiisox, Monmouth, Schoolmaster New- 
Mon Pet Dec1l Ord Dec 12 
| Perry, Frank Hersert, Slinfold, nr Horsham, Sussex, 
- Farmer o> ton ge ke Ord Dee 12 
1cHARDSON, THomas, Islip, , Higgler 
Northampton Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 
| Rossrrer, Frank Jones, — Coal Merchant Leeds 
Pet Dee 11 Ord Dec 1 
| Swanrtgs, Tuomas, Salford, Grocer Salford Pet Oct 27 
Suort, James Henry ee | Trams Builder East 
Stonehouse Pet Dee 3 Ord 
Sistey, Taomas, Rede LW., Oealie Ryde Pet May 14 
Ord Dee 12 
Ssurrn, Rosert, Normanton, Grocer Wakefield Pet Dec 
11 Ord Dee 11 
SPENCER, oy Cannon st, Wine Merchant High Court 
Pet Oct 12 Ord Dec 11 
Sreruens, THomas, St James rd, Camberwell, Shirt Manu- 
High Court Pet Oct 22 Ord Dee 10 
| Tuowsoyx, Witu1am, Arthur st, Gray’s inn rd, Master Car- 


penter High Court Pet Nov12 Ord Dee 10 
Trresuck, Henry, Bi Coal Dealer i 
Pet Dec 10 Ord Dee 10 


Gerrrcupre AwNa, Reem, Dressmaker 
Nov 30 Ord Dee 1 

Watas.ey, CurisTopHer, ovat te Furness, Provision 

Barrow in Furness Pet Dee 10 Ord Dee 10 


‘ Visert, 
Poole 


Dealer 
Wasians, Davin, aoe, Ironfounder Liverpool 
Sept 16 Ord Dec 
Writiams, by em pence Wiciiaus, 
vern, Worcester 


"Grd Dee 10” 
Wriceat, eeaae Evans, late of Handeworth 
mingham, Tailor Birmingham Pet Dec 2 arg Roh 





Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, Double Num- 
bers, and Postage, 53s. WEEKLY REPORTER, 
tn wrapper, 53s.  SoLicITors’ JOURNAL, 
26s. Gd. ; by Post, 28s. 6d. Volumes bound 
at the ofice—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law calf, 
5s. 6d. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 

All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 





THe GRESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


ST. MILDRED’S HOUSE, POULTRY, LONDON, E.C. 
WEST END BRANCH-—2, WATERLOO PLACE, 8.W. 





ASSETS EXCEED 


PAYMENTS TO POLIOY-HOLDERS 
ANNUAL INCOME EXCEEDS 


GP THERE is NOTHING DESIRABLE tn LIFE ASSURANCE which the SOCIETY does not FURNISH CHEAPLY, INTELLIGIBLY, and PROFITABLY., 





£4,610,000 
9,500,000 
800,000 


RPolicies Indisputabdie afte: s Tears. 
Annuities of all kinds granted. Rates fixed on the most favourable terms. 





THOMAS @. ACKLAND, F.1.A., F.8.8., Actuary and Manager. 
AMES H. SCOTT, Secretary. 
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PROBATE VALUATIONS 
JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, &. 


SPINK & SON, Gonmomens: anp SriversmiTHs, 1 anp 2, GRACECHURCH-STREET, CoRNHILL, 


Loxpon, E.C., beg respec 


tfully to announce that they accu RATELY APPRAISE the above for the 


LeGau PRroresston or purcHAsE the same for cash if desired. Established 1772. 
Under the patronage of H.M. The Quees and H.S.H. Prince Louis of Battenberg, K.C.B. 





n hone, N FOR THE YEAR 1602, 
‘elephone, No. 1,669 egraphic a s 
* Akaber, London.” 

ESSRS. BAKER & SONS beg to an- 
nounce that their SALES of LANDED ESTATES, 
Investments, Town, Suburban, and Country Houses, 
Business Premises Building Land, Ground Rents, Rever- 
sions, Shares, and other Properties, will be held at the 
MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on the following FRIDAYS 


during the year 1892 :— 
Jan. 15 April 22 | June 17 | Sept. 16 
Jan. 29 April 29 | June 24 | Sept. 30 
Feb. 19 May 6 | July Oct. 14 
Feb. 26 May 13 July 8 | Oct. 28 
March 11 May 20 July 15 | Nov. 11 
March 25 May 27 July 22 | Nov. 25 
April 8 June 10 | Aug. 19 Dec. 16 


Auctions can be held on other days besides those above | 


specified.—No. 11, Queen Vietoria-street, E.C. 


SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1892. 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 

3 FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER beg to announce 

that their SALES of LANDED ESTATES, Investments, 

Balldine Lewd,” and Country Houses, Business Premises 
Land, Gro 

Shares, and other Properties 


AUCTION MART, Tokenh 
in the City of London, as follows :— 





Tuesday, Jan.12 {| Tuesday, April 26 | Tuesday, July 19 
Tuesday, Jan. 26 | Tuesday, May 3 Tuesday, July 26 
Tuesday, Feb.9 | Tuesday, May 10 Tuesday, Aug. 2 
Tuesday, Feb. 23 | Tuesday, May17 | Tuesday, Aug. 9 
Tuesday, Mar.1 | Tuesday, May 24 | Tuesday, Aug. 16 
Tuesday, Mar. 8 Tuesday, May 31 Tuesday, Aug. 23 
Tuesday, Mar.15 Tuesday, June 14 | Tuesday, Oct. 4 
Tuesday, Mar.22 | Tuesday, June 21 | Tuesday, Oct. 18 
Tuesday, Mar.29 | Tuesday, Jume 28 | Tuesday, Nov.1 


gE Tuesday, July5 | Tuesday, Nov. 15 
, April 12 | Tuesday, July 12 | Tuesday, Dec. 6 
a also be -— on ~~ ? i in —_ or 
country, arrangement essTs. am, lewson, 
& Bridgewater undertake Sales and Valuations 
for Probate and other purposes, of Furniture, Pictures, 
Parming Stock, Timber, &c. 
vestments, Estates, Sporting Quarters, Residences, Shops, 
and Business Premises to be Let or Sol! by private contract 
are is on the ist of each month, and can be obtained 
o—- og el Esangee Farmer, & Bridgewater, | 
en ag and Valuers, 80, Cheapside, 
London, Telephone ¥ No. 1,503. 


SSRS.  DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
BRIDGEWATER’S a _of 


a 

free of charge, at their offices, 50, Cheapside, 
or will be sent by post im return for two stamps. xD -ae 
for imeertion should be received not later than four 


lars for 
days previous to the end of the preceding month 


REVERSIONS, ANNUITIES, 
INTERESTS, LIFE POLICIES, &c. 


. H. E. FOSTER & CRAN- 








or per 
6, Poultry, London, E.C. 


MES. ROBT. W. MANN & SON, 
SURVEYORS, VALUERS, 
AUCTIONEERS, HOUSE AND ESTATE AGENTS, 


Resr. W. Masry, FS.1., Tuomas RB. Rassom, F.8.L, 
J. Bacenaw Mass, FS.L, W. H. Mars), 

12, Lower Grosvenor-place, Vaton-square, 8.W., and 
2, Lowndes-street, Belgrave-aquare, 8.W. 
(Cyyrss, : ene Spacious, Light, and 

be Lt, im the v building, 
Blagheas Chambers, st at the Suan onl 4 Beem 
dose to the Law Courts, and eminently suited for gentle- 
men of the legal ; will be Let either in large or 
staal] euites oF wingle chambers according to require- 
Metts and arrangement. A. to Messrs, Hasxert o., 
6, Pall Mall (oppnite House) 6.W. 


CERY-LANE.—To be Let on ground 
mnt, a Het A two of three good li igs Offices ; | 
dive 8 pale ot ewmsin vite gremicey; e hall- 
ore tnoderate rentals, A y r- © thes /wE~ 


es, Chaneery-lane , of to 


i 


will be held at the | 
ouse-yard, near the Bank of | 
eae 


Detailed Lists of In- | 


LIFE. 


- Copnman, B, | 





REEVES & TURNER 
_LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS. 


Libraries Valued or Purchased, 


A Large Stock of Second-hand Reports and Text-book 
always on on Sale. 


100, CHANCERY LANE ¢ & CAREY STREET. 


Now ready, published at 6s., post-free, 5s. 6d. 

TREATISE on the MORTMAIN and 
Me CHARITABLE USES ACT, 1891. By LEONARD 
SYER BRISTOWE, M.A., Barrister-at-Law, Draftsman 
of the Act, and Joint Author of the Law of Charities and 
Mortmain (Tudor’s Charitable Trusts.) 


| Reeves & Turner, 100, niin, W.C. 


Price is. 6d. 
ELECTRICITY UP TO DATE, 
For Licgut, Power, anp Traction. 
By JOHN B. VERITY, M. Inst. E.E. 
Fully illustrated, with coloured map shewing areas 
allotted in London to the different Public Supply Companies. 


London : Freperick Warne & Co., 15, Bedford-street, W.C. 


CHRISTMAS AND NEW YEAR'S GIFTS. _ 
(\ ASSELL’S CLASSIFIED CATALOGUE, 
contai particulars of upwards of One Thousand 
Volumes published by Messrs. CASSELL & COMPANY, 
ranging in price from 
THREEPENCE TO FIFTY GUINEAS, 
will be sent on request, post-free, to any address. 
| Cassett & Company, Lumrep, Ludgate-hill, London. 
Second ee Revised and Enlarged. eit at 16s, 
, 138.; post-free, 13s. 6d. 
MANUAL of the PRINCIPLES of 
é EQUITY. A Concise and Explanatory Work on 
| Equity, specially written for Students. By JOHN 
INDERMADR, Solicitor, &c., Author of “ Principles of 
Common Law,” “ Epitomes of Leading Cases,” ‘‘ Manual 
of Practice,” &c., 


Published by Geo. Barger, 16, Cursitor-st., Chancery-lane. 


M ONEY.— Householders or Lodgers 
| 4 esirous of “obtaining immediate Advances upon their 
| Furniture or other negotiable security are invited to call at 
the offices of the ConsotipaTep Company, LimireD, 43, Great 
| Tower-street, E.C.,and arrange; Billsof Saleand Executions 
| paid out; no fees; the full sum advanced without deduc- 
tion; an old-established and genuine firm.— Address, 
| MawaGer. 


THE BOILER INSURANCE AND STEAM 
POWER COMPANY, LTD. 


Head Office—6i, KING ST., MANCHESTER. 
me insured t claims under “The Em- 
ployers’ Liability Act.” Joint Policies issue@. 
Annual Income, £80,000. 
Influential Agente wanted. Liberal terms. 
the Secretary. 


;| PMPERIAL FIRE INSURANCE COM- 
PANY. 


Established 1803. 

1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000. 
Total Invested Funds over £1,600,000. 

E. COZENS SMITH, 
General 


Apply to 


| Fintabstateal and UNIVERSAL BANK, 
Limited. 


449, Mrand, Charing-cross, London, 8.W. 
(Established 1967.) 
Authorised Capital, £1,000,000. 
Reserve Fund, &., £180,000. 
Current Accounts Opened. 
The yy A Solicitors is drawn to the fact that both 
nd temporary Advances are made — securi- 
ties, uh Heversions, Equitable Charges, and other 
tangible coousttien. 
INTEREST ALLOWED ON DEPOSITS: 
At one month’s notice ‘ £4 per cent, 
At three monthw’ notice SA per cent, 
For one, two, or three Fe baw i pee | certain ...£26 per cent. 
Balance-sheet, with mth fal pa ~~ on appli- 
| cation. WILLIAM st COCKS, Manager. 





| 





NINETEENTH CENTURY BUILDING 
SOCIETY, 
Adelaide-place, London Bridge, E.C. 


Drrectors : 
Henry Watpemar Lawrence, J.P., Chairman. 
Marx H. Jupos, A.R.1.B.A. 
Miss Brpper. 
Arruur Conen, Q.C. 
F. H. A. Harpcastte, F.S.I. 
Miss Orme. 
Henry Rott. 


Shares £10, interest 5 per cent. 

Deposits received at 4 per cent. 

Withdrawals (shares or deposit) at short notice. 

Advances promptly made on freehold or leasehold pro- 
perty. Scale of ny Nog legal and survey charges, very 
moderate. Prospectus fee. 


FREDERICK LONG, Manager. 
THE “7 


NATIONAL PROVINCIAL TRUSTEES AND 
ASSETS CORPORATION, LIMITED, 


Is prepared to act as TRUSTEE for DEBENTURE 
HOLDERS, and to receive proposals for LOANS, the 
PURCHASE of ASSETS and the ISSUE of SHARES in 
sound COMMERCIAL UNDERTAKINGS, or GUARAN- 
TEEING DEBENTURES and other SECURITIES. 

G. A. COPE, Secretary. 

Offices, 70, Queen-street, Cheapside, London, E.C. 


YUARDIAN FIRE and LIFE OFFICE. 
Head Office—11, Lombard-street, London, E.C. 

Law Courts Branch—21, Fleet-street, E.C. 
Established 1821. Subscribed Capital, Two Millions. 
Drrecrors : 

Cuarrman—Henry Jonn Norman, Esq. 
Deputy-Cuainman—Georcge Lake, Esq. 
Henry Bonham-Carter, Esq. | | * ee. G. J. Shaw-Lefevre, 


Wm. Hill Dawson, Esq 
Charles F. Devas, Beaumont W. Lubbock, Esq. 


Granville F. R. Farquhar, | John B. Martin, Esq. 
Esq. be Powell, Esq. 
seen 6. H. Gibbs, my, stus Prevost, eg 


James Goodson, erick Pryor, E: 

John J. Hamilton, | John G. Talbot, Esq., M.P. 
Richard M. Harvey, Esq. Henry Vigne, Esq. 
John Hunter, Esq. 


Actuary anp Secrerary—T. G. C. Browne. 
ManaGee or Fire Derpartmenr—A. J. Relton. 
Sus-Manacer Hous Fire Derartmentr—R. G. Cochrane. 
Share Capital at se ger “ae up and invested £1,000,000 
Total Funds upwards of... 4,516,000 


Total Annual Income over . biti 938,000 

N.B.—Fire Policies which expire ‘at CHRISTMAS 
should be renewed at the Head Office, or with the Agents, 
on or before the 9th day of JANUARY. 


Pan FIRE OFFICE, 19, Lomparp- 
- STREET, and 57, Cuarine-cross,’Lonpon. 
Established 1782. 
Lowest Current Rates. 
Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured free of all Liability. 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 
W. C. Macpowatp, Joint 
F. B. Macpona.p, § Secretaries. 


i EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTERESTS 
in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY or other 
Securities and —— PURCHASED, or Loans or 
Annuities thereon aa y the EQUITABLE RE 
VERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY (LIMITED), 10, 


Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Strand. Establish 
ioe, Capital, £500,000. Interest on Loans may be capita- 
ized. 
F. 8. CLAYTON,)} Joint 
C. H. CLAYTON, ) Secretaries. 
EDE AND SON, 
ROBE gif) MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judbaal lbcaah, Corporation of London, &eo, 


ROBRS YOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 

Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Clerks, and Clerks of the Peace 
Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
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